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LETTERS 


E Letters may have been 

shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 


AWL sect 

Clive Bradley of the Alliance for Work¬ 
ers’ Liberty (Letters, February 13) com¬ 
pletely misses the point of my comments 
on the 1984 faction fight in the proto- 
AWL ( Weekly Worker February 6). 
Whether this is deliberate or not on his 
part is for others to judge. He says he 
learnt quite a bit from the experience. He 
does not say what he leamt, but clearly 
it was not listening to other people’s 
point of view. 

My main point was that Workers Fight 
(Clive’s proto-AWL) prior to 1984 had a 
policy that all left groups should be in one 
organisation. There are no political dif¬ 
ferences which justify them being in 
separate groups. To me that is a non¬ 
sectarian or even anti-sectarian policy 
and I agree with it. In pursuit of this 
policy Workers Fight attempted to unite 
with several other left groups, which was 
a principled approach. 

In 1984 the leadership of Workers Fight 
expelled former members of the Workers 
Socialist League around Alan Thomett. 
These members were called non-Marx¬ 
ists. A Democratic Centralist Faction was 
formed, mainly from Workers Fight mem¬ 
bers who objected to the undemocratic 
nature of the expulsion. The WF leader¬ 
ship denounced these comrades as non- 
Marxists as well. Clearly and logically, 
calling members of your own organisa¬ 
tion non-Marxist and expelling comrades 
contradicts the policy that all left groups 
should be in the same organisation. It 
stamps you as sectarian. Only you have 
sight of the eternal truths and the holy 
grail of Marx: nobody else has a right to 
a point of view. Hence, I concluded, a 
sect was bom out of the faction fight - 
the AWL. 

Clive Bradley paints a horror story of 
what life was like in Workers Fight at the 
time. He has the nerve to ask if I was there 
during part of it. I was on the NC from 
the fusion right through to the expulsion 
conference. Clive Bradley was not. I do 
not agree with the picture he paints, but 
that is beside the point. 

The key issue I was trying to stress 
throughout the article was the absolute 
need for democracy within socialist or¬ 
ganisations. The expulsions were not 
carried out in a democratic manner and I 
have never heard any AWL member claim 
they were. If the same process had been 
carried out in the Labour Party or in a trade 
union, the left would have complained - 
and quite rightly so. That is what I said 
at the time as a member of the Democratic 
Centralist Faction. 

I hear what Clive is arguing about ‘ ‘bear 
pits” -1 have heard Sean Matgamna ar¬ 
gue the same and that working with Alan 
Thomett and company was impossible 
and intolerable. I heard Tony Cliff say¬ 
ing the same about Sean Matgamna and 
Workers Fight in 1971.1 heard Neil Kin- 
nock saying the same about Militant in 
1987. Perhaps ‘something had to be 
done’ in all cases, but bureaucratic expul¬ 
sion is not the answer. 

And, by the way, all members of Alan 
Thomett’s faction were expelled first and 
then a conference was held afterwards 
to ratify their expulsion, contrary to 
Clive’s claim - so much for majorities and 
minorities. At least Tony Cliff allowed us 
members of Workers Fight to vote against 
our own expulsion from the IS/SWP in 
1971. And on the two occasions I have 
been expelled from the Labour Party I was 
given the right to an appeal and a hear¬ 
ing. No such finesse in the proto-AWL. 

What I learned from the 1984 faction 
fight is that democratic standards must 
start in your own organisation. What 
Clive seems to have learned is that use 
of muscle is alright when you can’t get 
your own way. 

Dave Spencer 
Coventry 


Not perfect 

I was a member of the Coventry branch 
of the International Socialist Group at the 
same time as Dave Spencer. I remember 
when he resigned he had a fairly lengthy 
discussion with Stuart Richardson of the 
Birmingham ISG and me. 

I am afraid that at the time I thought 
Dave’s reasons for resigning did not 
quite add up to a particularly coherent 
political statement and contained a large 
element of personality clashes. I realised 
that Dave had gone through some diffi¬ 
cult experiences in the past, clashing 
with Healy, Cliff and Matgamna, but he 
seemed to be refighting his battles in re¬ 
lation to events in the ISG, and even in 
relation to some events in the Coventry 
Labour Party. 

I would not claim that the internal func¬ 
tioning of the ISG is perfect, but it is not 
as bad as Dave implies. As I remember, 
the issue Dave raised was not whether 
there ought to be an internal bulletin, but 
whether it should be distributed postally 
rather than through the branches. 

From Dave’s article, you might think 
ISG members were unaware that it was 
affiliated to the United Secretariat of the 
Fourth International: just recently we had 
a special conference to deal with the 2003 
world congress of the USFI, discussing 
motions and documents and electing 
delegates. 

Campbell McGregor 

email 

Why bother? 

Probably like a lot of people on the left 
I’ve been reading and watching your 
relationship with the AWL develop and 
deteriorate, and one question really 
springs to mind: why on earth are you 
bothering with these people? They show 
themselves repeatedly to be (a) liars and 
(b) politically unserious. 

You’ve shown that Matgamna’s and 
Thomas’s accounts of the Leeds ‘inci¬ 
dent’ was nonsense and, to be frank, it 
was probably an excuse on their part 
when they realised the chances of them 
doing a ‘job’ on your group were pretty 
slim - something the AWL is well 
schooled in. Despite their talk of being 
in favour of left unity their history says 
otherwise: every fusion they have been 
involved in has resulted in Matgamna 
taking organisational measures against 
his fusion partners. 

Now it may well be the case that there 
are rank and file members of that organi¬ 
sation who are serious revolutionaries, 
and the most sensible thing you could 
do is to appeal to them directly to simply 
join the CPGB and stop wasting their time 
(and yours on the likes of Thomas). 
Gervy Smith 
email 

CPGB franchises 

So now I am “typically malevolent” (Let¬ 
ters, February 13). 

I’d have to be a mite malevolent to be 
planning the mass murder of 30 milli on 
mentally ill people. Stands to reason. And 
you’d have to be an imbecile not to rec¬ 
ognise a difference in register between 
bantering about ‘kicking your arse’ and 
accusations of genocide. To remind you, 
Rwanda, Belsen and Auschwitz were 
thrown at me. 

So how are we to take this latest pro¬ 
nouncement from Jack Conrad? As a 
fatwa? Or was the great one speaking ‘ex 
cathedra’? In other words, is Ian Dono¬ 
van raving for himself alone, or is he 
backed by the full might and majesty of 
the CPGB? 

There is an important political point 
beyond the mind-boggling slanders, 
which is in danger of getting lost in the 
mud (and I was someone who opposed 
the day school being given over to ‘mud¬ 
wrestling’ over Leeds). A year ago, it 
appeared that there was substantial 
agreement between the CPGB and the 


AWL: on September 11, islamism and the 
Afghan war; on two states for Israel/ 
Palestine; on the euro and later on the 
French presidential election. All live is¬ 
sues on which the AWL/CPGB held simi¬ 
lar positions, as against the rest of the 
left. 

We inferred from this (wrongly, as it 
now turns out) that we shared a similar 
world view - independent working class 
politics, the so-called ‘third camp’. We 
recognised there were differences on 
trade union work, election tactics and 
what sort of a paper we wanted. But with 
a common political stance fruitful collabo¬ 
ration seemed possible. Leaving aside 
the massive loss of political trust be¬ 
tween our organisations, the slanders, 
abuse and name-calling, what basis is 
there now for political collaboration? 

This is not a demand for sect purity: it 
is a genuine question of what issues we 
could unify on. Israel/Palestine? While 
maintaining the same formal position of 
two states, you so massively overem¬ 
phasise your anti-Zionism and the right 
of return, and so defiantly denounce our 
Zionist pro-imperialism, as to render you 
effectively indistinguishable from the 
rest of the left, especially the SWP, whom 
you seem on a mission to cultivate. 

In relation to the current threatened war 
and the Muslim Association of Britain, 
you have made a 180° turn. Whereas in 
the Afghan war you mocked those like 
Workers Power for their ‘critical support 
for the Taliban in order to gain a hearing 
with young muslims’, you now use the 
identical argument in relation to the 
islamic fundamentalist MAB. 

For the moment, on the euro you have 
not changed - except that you argued 
that constituent SA organisations 
should be subject to a sort of democratic 
centralism, which would effectively bar 
the minority from campaigning against a 
‘no’ vote. 

Political positions derive from political 
principles (or should do). Of course it is 
possible to change position, but you 
need to account for the change and 
square it with your principles. Marxism 
is neither religion nor magic nor proph¬ 
ecy. It is a systematic way of understand¬ 
ing the world and taking sides on the 
basis of class interest - when one thing 
changes it has ramifications for all the 
other positions based on that principle. 
So if working class independence de¬ 
crees no support for the Taliban, that has 
implications for MAB and vice versa. 

But the CPGB doesn’t seem to have a 
coherent body of political thought: it 
seems to operate on the basis of fran¬ 
chises, where political positions go to 
the highest bidder, irrespective of over¬ 
all political coherence. 

Which brings me back to my original 
question. Ian Donovan sees my alleged 
reactionary bigotry as symptomatic of 
the AWL’s collapse before reaction. Is 
that the position of the CPGB overall? 
What of those who took a principled 
position of working class independence 
on the Afghan war, a mere 15 months ago 
- does it not disturb you a tittle? 

Gervy Byrne 
AWL 

Paedophilia 

Steven Davies and the AWL’s Gerry 
Byme try hard to obscure the real issues 
in our exchange about the left’s attitude 
to paedophilia, but only show their im¬ 
prisonment, at various levels, by reac¬ 
tionary bourgeois ideology (Letters, 
February 13). 

Davies, ridiculously, attacks the BNP 
as “opportunists” for their agitation 
around this question, and opines: “Per¬ 
haps if the left took working class par¬ 
ents’ concerns seriously then the ground 
wouldn’t be clear for opportunists tike the 
BNP to use the issue.” Again, confronted 
with this kind of reasoning, one wonders 
which other concerns of some sections 
of the working class the left should ‘take 
seriously’ in order to deprive the BNP of 


the opportunity to be so “opportunist”? 
Since comrades Davies (and also com¬ 
rade Byrne) absurdly believe that any 
exploration of this logic automatically 
equates to calling them fully-fledged, 
goose-stepping Nazis, I won’t labour the 
point, which is obvious to any person of 
normal intelligence. 

No, the BNP are not “opportunists” at 
all on this question. After all, their whole 
purpose in life is to take any sliver of 
backwardness and bigotry they can find 
in society, systematically agitate around 
it and thereby magnify it, and incorpo¬ 
rate such agitation into a crusade to 
smash the entire working class move¬ 
ment and uproot all democratic gains. 

It is the tikes of comrade Davies who 
are the opportunists. He talks about the 
fears of “working class parents” - how¬ 
ever, what he does not even begin to ask 
is whether such fears are grounded in 
reality, or whether they are the product 
of working class defeats, and the system¬ 
atic ‘working over’ of semi-atomised sec¬ 
tions of the working class by reactionary 
tabloid newspapers. Since in objective 
reality, as opposed to tabloid-fed percep¬ 
tion, the incidence of child abduction, 
rape and murder is no greater today than 
30 or 40 years ago, these fears are not 
grounded in reality. But comrade Davies, 
our slumming theosophist, is too oppor¬ 
tunist to tell the working class this sim¬ 
ple truth - he prefers to fish in the same 
murky waters as the tabloids and the far 
right. 

It is somewhat odd that comrade 
Davies introduces the issue of the col¬ 
our of his skin into the discussion. Since 
neither my article nor my letter made any 
reference to his or anyone else’s skin 
colour, I can only conclude that this is 
some strange obsession of his. He does, 
however, have a romantic view of the 
working class, as evident by his state¬ 
ments that those who have a humanistic 
attitude to paedophiles are “middle 
class”, even though it is obviously true 
that there are numerically more working 
class paedophiles than there are of any 
other class. The phenomenon spans all 
classes, and the working class is by far 
the most numerous class in society. Both 
paedophiles and anti-paedophile would- 
be lynchers also span all ethnic groups, 
so I have no idea why comrade Davies 
is raving on about my supposed antipa¬ 
thy to workers with white skins. 

Well, I suppose I do have an idea - it is 
the same reason that comrade Byrne 
complains bitterly about being subjected 
to ‘vitriol’ by my drawing attention to the 
barbarism implicit in their shared anti¬ 
human attitude to those unfortunate 
enough to be afflicted with this psycho- 
sexual deformation. What they are really 
complaining about is not that I baldly 
called them genocidal Nazis. They are lit¬ 
erate people and know that I said no 
such thing. Rather they complain about 
my assertion that the irrational blood¬ 
thirsty form of anti-paedophile hysteria 
they to a greater or lesser extent subscribe 
to or tail contains the germ of a new form 
of barbarism - that could quite conceiv¬ 
ably, under very different circumstances 
from the genocides of the past, lead to 
equally barbaric results. 

When comrade Davies reaffirms his 
characterisation of anyone convicted of 
logging onto a paedophile website as 
“scum”, and affects that in doing so he 
is defending the “working class” and, I 
suppose, standing up for the interests of 
the victims of child abuse as well, he is 
doing no such thing. He is in fact calling 
a small but significant section of the 
working class, deformed by the class 
barbarism of capitalist society, “scum” 
and also abusing a considerable section 
of the victims of child abuse. For it is a 
matter of record that a great number of 
paedophiles learned their ‘deviant’ be¬ 
haviour from those who previously sexu¬ 
ally abused them. This is part and parcel 
of the tragedy of this social phenomenon. 

Comrade Byrne’s letter contains its fair 
share of subjective idiocies - not least her 


attack on me for fighting politically for our 
organisation to take a correct and princi¬ 
pled stance on unity in action with mus- 
lim anti-war protestors and their 
organisations. Jumping to the defence of 
the Murdoch press, she dismisses the 
evident pogromist aims of its naming and 
shaming ‘suspected paedophiles’, which 
even in one case led to the home of a 
paediatrician being targeted by a de¬ 
luded mob, as a “flight of fancy”. On the 
other hand, the Muslim Association is 
guilty by association of “the real thing” 
in terms of being pogromists. 

It is pretty bizarre for the AWL to so 
denounce anyone - they have never had 
any scruples about cosying up to the 
most barbaric forces when their incon¬ 
sistent, but unmistakably first-campist 
politics have so dictated. They have 
demonstrated this in practice by such 
things as supporting the ‘armed strug¬ 
gle’ of the ultra-islamist Afghani mujahe¬ 
din against the USSR in the 1980s, or 
inviting the unrepentant loyalist sectar¬ 
ian killer Billy Hutchinson, leading 
spokesman for the political wing of the 
UVF, to speak at their summer school a 
few years ago. On this basis, it seems to 
me that the AWL’s main consistency here 
is in that they just don’t tike sticking up 
for scapegoated minorities. 

Indeed, for all her protestations that 
she does not support ‘vigilantism’, com¬ 
rade Byme still can’t bring herself to 
oppose the reactionary ‘naming and 
shaming’ campaigns of the tabloid press. 
She says: “Yes, the consumers of op¬ 
pressive imagery should be confronted 
with the implications of their consump¬ 
tion, even publicly exposed. But we 
should still maintain the distinction be¬ 
tween material and ideological” (, Solidar¬ 
ity January 23). Unfortunately, the kind 
of mobs mobilised by such ‘public expo¬ 
sure’ do not make such fine ideological 
distinctions. 

Comrade Byme thinks nothing of mak¬ 
ing slanderous accusations that my po¬ 
sition amounts to “apologias for child 
abuse”, but cries foul when equally 
strong criticisms are made of her own 
reactionary and somewhat bigoted (in 
my opinion) views. Well, tough - if she 
doesn’t like controversy and harsh 
words, she shouldn’t indulge in such 
things herself. 

Ian Donovan 
London 

Irrational 

I only get the Weekly Worker once in a 
flood, so only recently got to see the 
hysterical reaction to what I considered 
a very measured criticism of some of the 
downright ridiculous anomalies and in¬ 
justices of the new Sexual Offences Act 
(Letters, December 5 2002). No point 
complaining about those now, however, 
since an equally rabid response comes 
to the most obvious and common-sense 
comments of Ian Donovan. 

On the subject of being outraged, let 
me be outraged at the suggestion that 
Steve Davies’s or Gerry Byrne’s barmy 
News of the World analysis of what it calls 
‘child abuse’ is somehow the voice of 
“the working class”. Such repellent back¬ 
wardness has nothing to do with com¬ 
munist or humanitarian values - it’s just 
accepting the status quo version of fact, 
no matter how bizarre. 

How is it that English law just happens 
to be the one that got it right when it 
comes to defining when one is old 
enough to consent to sex? How come if 
you have a teenage girl/boyfriend here 
you can be tarred as a pervert, a paedo¬ 
phile, a child abuser, and be jailed and 
have your life destroyed, and yet else¬ 
where in Europe you have committed no 
offence and abused no one? Simply be¬ 
cause the law in those countries puts the 
age of consent as lower than here. Or, put 
another way, how come you can be mar¬ 
ried to a girl or boy here, but in many 
states in America you’d be branded as a 
pervert and an abuser? 
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How can the meaning of ‘abuse’ sim¬ 
ply rest, not on what your relationship 
consists of, its value and meaning, but 
just where by the grace of god you hap¬ 
pen to be bom? What the hell has such 
diabolical silliness got to do with social¬ 
ism or humanism, as defined by Steve 
Davies? Having a teenage partner or 
friend, or having sex consensually with 
that partner or Mend, does not ipso facto 
make you an abuser -1 hold this to be 
self-evident. Redefining relationships as 
‘abuse’ simply because the law has quite 
arbitrarily decided that that is so, regard¬ 
less of the facts, is irrational, I’m afraid. 

Incidentally, Steve, a paedophile is an 
adult attracted to prepubescent children 
- only the News of the Worlds dictionary 
extends this term to young adults in their 
mid-teens. None of us defend abuse - of 
any sort of person, not just teenagers or 
children: we hate abuse of anyone. The 
whole success of this witch-hunt has 
been in branding perfectly caring and 
loving human beings as ‘abusers’, when 
all they have done is live on the wrong 
side of the state’s arbitrary line. 

I now cease this correspondence, as I 
can bang my head against a wall with¬ 
out help from others. 

John Hughes 
Hull 

Morality line 

I have been following the debate on the 
issues initially raised by a letter from John 
Hughes and then added to by letters from 
various people and articles by Ian Do¬ 
novan, and I thought it was time I chimed 
in. 

Both John Hughes and Ian Donovan 
have raised very valid and important 
points. In particular I would like to compli¬ 
ment Ian on his first article, ‘Effective 
consent or moralism’, which is one of the 
best summaries of the whole issue of 
balancing the issues of consent and the 
rights of young people, while protecting 
them from exploitation, that I have read 
(Weekly Worker December 19 2002). Un¬ 
fortunately, John Hughes’s letter didn’t 
try to put the issue into a Marxist frame¬ 
work and came across as individualist. 

No other issue seems to be more ex¬ 
plosive in our modem time and it is sad 
that people don’t spend more time ana¬ 
lysing their own prejudices and precon¬ 
ceived notions. It wasn’t so long ago that 
many so-called Marxists (mainly Stalin¬ 
ist and Maoist) thought that homosexu¬ 
ality was a bourgeois perversion and 
should be stamped out. 

Ian is right when he asserts that what 
Jonathan King did is not even illegal in 
some European countries (Weekly 
Worker February 6). Any age of consent 
is arbitrary and the fact that it varies 
worldwide from 18 to 12 shows this. The 
state is using age-of-consent laws to 
control young people, and the state and 
the media are using the issue of paedo¬ 
philia to whip up hysteria against peo¬ 
ple so they can deflect it away from the 
real class enemy. 

The reality is that while the state is in¬ 
creasingly frowning on young people 
having sex and wanting to see the age of 
consent raised, the age of sexual initia¬ 
tion is dropping worldwide (as pointed 
out by Judith Levine in her book Harm¬ 
ful to minors: the perils of protecting 
children from sex). 

As Marxists it is simply not good 
enough for us to bury our heads in the 
sand on this issue and buy into the es¬ 
tablishment’s line that young people 
can’t consent. What is so special about 
sex that makes it any different from many 
other activities that young people are 
into that we don’t object to? The only 
arguments that are advanced against it 
are moral/religious or the feminist argu¬ 
ment about ‘power imbalances’. Most of 
us wouldn’t take the moral argument 
seriously and, as for the notion of power 
imbalances, it is so nebulous as to be 
useless. If we take the argument to its 
logical conclusion no one would ever be 
able to have sex with anyone. 

I encourage those contributors who 
wrote against Ian and John to do a bit 


more reading on the subject and educate 
themselves more with all the issues in¬ 
volved rather than just toeing the bour¬ 
geois morality line. The book I mentioned 
above by Judith Levine is a good start. 
John McLaren 
Auckland 

SA independents 

I get the suspicion that this will only be 
one in a flurry of letters on ‘Indies meet - 
two views’, no doubt due to the pithy 
remarks that precede the reports them¬ 
selves (Weekly Worker February 13). I 
will restrict my comments to the afore¬ 
mentioned preamble. 

I think first of all that continuing to call 
comrades not ensconced in a sect ‘inde¬ 
pendents’ is a misnomer. They are cer¬ 
tainly not independents - they have 
pledged allegiance, if you will, to the S A, 
first and last, as the beginning and end 
of their political life. In many ways it is 
the organised groups that are the inde¬ 
pendents, having as they do varying 
degrees of independence from the SA 
project - the most independent (and pro¬ 
grammeless) of all being the SWP. 

The ‘independents’ have a pro¬ 
gramme. A stunted and limited ‘old’ La¬ 
bourite shadow of what is necessary for 
the working class, but a programme none¬ 
theless: People before profit. That pro¬ 
gramme, such as it is, has been rendered 
completely ineffective and impotent - 
largely, I would argue, by the programme¬ 
less and semi-independent SWR 

Real parties, as the comrade would 
have it, are built top-down. Maybe. Cer¬ 
tainly parties are built by those who are 
the most resolute and hard working, who 
are the furthest seeing and have the 
most coherent vision. Those at the top 
of the SA have none of these qualities. 

Their resoluteness is shown only by 
their sterling efforts to slow our progress; 
their vision goes no further than this 
demo or that ‘united front’. It is so mi¬ 
serly and short-sighted that they train 
their eyes only to what came behind in 
the form of ‘old’ Labour. 

It is because the SWP has repeatedly 
and detrimentally enforced its own or¬ 
ganisational independence, when it 
should (as is so often pointed out), un¬ 
dertake its duties and behave responsi¬ 
bly as the majority leadership of the SA, 
that frankly none of us our going any¬ 
where very fast. 

Those of us who would (wrongly) re¬ 
gard ourselves as ‘independents’ (for 
want of a more accurate but equally 
snappy title) should indeed form our¬ 
selves into a more solid group. I would 
further that advice by arguing that com¬ 
rades join with those of us who remain 
resolutely pro-SA party, pro-paper and 
pro-socialist programme, in the form of 
the Democratic and Republican Platform. 
Ross Marat 
Luton 

Hackney SA 

In response to the complaint from Hack¬ 
ney Socialist Alliance (Letters, February 
13) regarding the wrong address for their 
website in my article (Weekly Worker 
February 6) - they should have closed 
down the old one, because the search 
engine I used brought that one up, and 
it is still on show. 

Mew Davies 
Colchester 

Egalitarian 

I found most of the comments about 
North Korea made by Kit Robinson the 
usual ill informed, tokenistic, shallow and 
juvenile rant that is commonly found 
amongst the not-serious leftists in this 
country (Weekly Worker February 13). 

1. The Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea’s government and politics are 
overwhelmingly socialist and working 
class in orientation. Its philosophy is 
Marxist, but adapted to suit the particu¬ 
lar conditions of North Korea’s develop¬ 
ment. 

The government has always been in¬ 


ternationalist in support of all those op¬ 
pressed by imperialism. In many, many 
African and Asian counMes you will see 
monuments, streets, etc dedicated to Kim 
II Sung, who enjoyed great popularity 
with all those struggling against imperi¬ 
alism. 

2. The people and party members partici¬ 
pate in running their country through 
many committees. The government has 
kept most of the population sheltered 
from the outside world through restrict¬ 
ing foreign media, etc. But that was to 
protect them from western influence and 
corruption. 

The culture of the DPRK is based on 
ancient Confucianism, something that 
few westerners will understand. There is 
an inherent conflict between the attitudes 
and value systems inspired by US impe¬ 
rialism and Confucianism. 

3. So far the DPRK is the only socialist 
country where the succession of the lead¬ 
ership has not brought about a crisis 
threatening the existing state. The Soviet 
Union after Stalin, China after Mao all 
went through this turmoil. In the DPRK, 
Kim Jong II was running the nation for 
years before taking on the role of secre¬ 
tary of the Communist Party. 

4. There is no corruption in the DPRK. It 
is a very egalitarian nation. Everyone is 
humble, but dignified. All are treated with 
respect, regardless of social status. It is 
a united nation. That is what has kept it 
together in recent times, when great na¬ 
tions like the US would have collapsed 
in similar circumstances. By the way, Kim 
Jong II spends most of his life living in 
transit camp-style accommodation, 
whilst visiting factories, army units, etc 
and cheering up the masses with solidar¬ 
ity and encouragement. 

5. The DPRK has many admirers, includ¬ 
ing important world leaders and various 
progressive and workers’ parties, around 
the world. It is just the west that hasn’t 
bothered with North Korea. 

I have been to Delhi and to Pyong¬ 
yang. The latter had enjoyed a first class 
underground system for decades. Delhi 
has only recently acquired one. The 
DPRK has hospitals, schools and cultural 
institutions available for all. India has 
these, but only for the rich, who are the 
only ones enjoying decent sanitation 
facilities. India has more resources and a 
better geography than the DPRK, but 
squanders it away for the privileged. 

India does not give a damn about the 
poor in its land. During the recent food 
shortages in the DPRK, rationing was 
equally applied to all citizens, although 
some essential workers were given pref¬ 
erences. India has a food mountain which 
rots whilst its people get malnuMtion. 

There are quite a few lazy people in 
India, both rich and poor, but in the DPRK 
workers continue to increase productiv¬ 
ity whilst enjoying an eight-hour day. In¬ 
dia has an unbelievable number of para¬ 
sitic strata. Give me an Indian version of 
Stalinism rather than the degradation of 
hundreds of millions of Indians any day! 
Indira Sethi 
email 


ACTION 


CPGB London seminars 

Sunday February 23, 5pm - ‘The challenge of appeasement’, using Ralph 
Milliband’s Parliamentary socialism as a study guide. 

Sunday March 2,5pm - ‘Weber - man for all seasons’, using Istvan Meszaros’s 
The power of ideology as a study guide. 

CPGB Manchester seminars 

Monday February 24, 7 pm - ‘Second International sketches’, using Hal Drap¬ 
er’s The dictatorship of the proletariat from Marx to Lenin as a study guide. 

Labour democracy 

Campaign for Labour Party Democracy annual general meeting, Saturday Feb¬ 
ruary 22,1 lam - 4pm, Conway Hall, Red Lion Square, London WC1. 

NCADC national meeting 

National Coalition of Anti-Deportation Campaigns: Saturday February 22, 12 
noon to 5pm, Central Methodist Hall, Oldham Street, Manchester Ml. 
Lunch provided for all participants, creche available. Transport costs for anti¬ 
deportation campaigns to be reimbursed by NCADC. 

To attend, contact: London - John Stewart, 020 7701 5197; Manchester - Tony 
Openshaw, 0161740 8206; Birmingham - John 0,0121554 6947. 
ncadc@ncadc.org.uk; http://www.ncadc.org.uk/ 

No military bases 

National demonstrations, Sunday February 23 and Saturday March 22, 12 
noon, junction High Street/Park Street, Fairford, Gloucestershire, http:// 
www.gwi.org.uk 

Lobby TUC 

Demand TUC recall to organise against the war. Wednesday February 26,9am, 
Congess House, Great Russell Street (nearest tube - Tottenham Court Road). 
Union organisations - send resolutions to your union HQ and to Congress 
House demanding a special congress, as provided for in mle 8k of the TUC’s 
constitution. Petition available from Stop the War Coalition office. 

Rank and file trade unionists 

Conference to defend public services and trade union rights, Saturday March 
1, 11am to 4pm, Camden Centre, Bidborough Street, London (nearest tube: 
Kings Cross/St Pancras). Called by London region, Fire Brigades Union. Speak¬ 
ers include Andy Gilchrist and Mark Serwotka. Followed by political fund 
debate: Matt Wrack and a Labour Party representative. 

Registration: £5. 

Critique 2003 

Conference - ‘Towards a new imperialism?’ Saturday March 1, 10am to 6pm, 
London School of Economics, Room G108, Houghton Street, London. 
Istvan Meszaros: War and militarism; Latief Parker: Increasing misery in Af¬ 
rica and the third world; Savas Matsas: An epoch of wars and revolutions: 
Iraq and Argentina; Mick Cox: The rising power of the United States; Hillel 
Ticktin: War, control and the downturn in a declining capitalism; Moshe 
Machover: Israel: the last left-over of old colonialism in the era of new imperi¬ 
alism; Sami Ramidani: Turning Iraq into a US strategic ally; Yassamine Mather: 
Iran’s ambiguous foreign policy. 

Admission: £10 waged, £5 unwaged. 

Sponsored by Critique , journal of the Centre for the Study of Socialist Theory 
and Movements. 

Where is Labour going? 

Public meeting, Monday March 3, 7.30pm, Friends Meeting House, Euston 
Road, London. Speakers: George Galloway MP, Bob Crow (RMT general sec¬ 
retary), Christine Blower (former NUT president), Mark Serwotka (PCS gen¬ 
eral secretary), John Rees (Socialist Alliance) and Linda Smith (London region 
FBU treasurer). 

Artists against the War 

Postcards - 50p each. 

artistsagainstthewar@hotmail.com; www.artistsagainstthewar.org.uk; 
wwwstopthewar.org 

Party wills 

The CPGB has forms available for you to include the Party and the struggle for 
communism in your will. Write for details. 


Drooling 


RDG 


There will be a million people on the 
streets on February 15 thanks to the Stop 
the War Coalition and the Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party. This will be the largest anti-war 
demo in London - ever. Sounds like a 
pretty good programme to me. Why 
don’t you sectarian nutters stop drool¬ 
ing for a few minutes and help out? 
Kevin Murphy 
email 

Correction 

Christophe Aguiton is not a member of 
the Confederation Generate du Travail, 
as you state in ‘Lack of ambition?’ 
(Weekly Worker February 13), but of 
SUD-PTT (Solidaire Unitaire Democra- 
tique), which is a leftwing split from the 
Confederation Frangaise Democratique 
des Travailleurs. 

Ammar Abboud 
France 


To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group email rdgroup@yahoo.com 

SE London Weekly Worker Readers’ Group 

The tasks set by the anti-war movement Communist Party of Great 
Britain - South-East London Weekly Worker Readers’ Group 
We can stop the war against Iraq. But how do we tackle the world system - 
capitalism - that breeds war time and time again? How do turn Blair’s war crisis 
into our opportunity to topple him? Come along to discuss the sort of politics 
the anti-war movement needs to achieve regime change in Britain. All wel¬ 
come. 

Tuesday, February 25, 7pm, Greenwich West Community Centre, 141 Green¬ 
wich High Road, SE10 8JA (right near Greenwich DLR and BR stations). 

Call 07958 574305 for more information. 

SSP fringe meeting 

Saturday February 22, 1pm, Bon Accord pub, North Street (two minutes from 
conference venue): ‘The attack on Iraq and the capitalist recession’. Speaker: 
Hillel Ticktin. All welcome. Sponsored by Glasgow Marxist Fomm. 


www.cpgb.ovg.uk/action 
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SOCIALIST ALLIANCE 


Welsh Socialist Alliance - http:// 
www.welshsocialistalliance.org.uk 

Weakest 

link 


F ate dealt an unkind hand to 
the Welsh Socialist Alliance 
in 2002, blessed as it was 
with the misleadership of the 
Socialist Workers Party. Both 
Cymru Goch and the Socialist 
Party walked out, and its public 
profile has slipped to an all-time 
low. As we shall see, the WSA 
website does veiy little to bolster 
its ebbing fortunes. 

First impressions are not too 
bad, tending perhaps on the 
minimalist side. It leads with the 
assembly and transport details 
for the February 15 anti-war 
demonstration, which I guess is 
forgivable, even though this 
review was written a couple of 
days after the event. There 
follows a series of news items, 
with a prominent photo of a 
firefighters’ rally and a number 
of union-related links. The page 
then continues down in reverse 
chronological order with a 
selection of WSA-authored 
reports and BBC items available 
on a range of issues. The bottom 
of the page is rounded off with a 
link to the resource site 
LabourStart and a series of 
themed links on low pay and 
union recognition. 

Of the main page links, the 
motions for the Januavy 25 WSA 
conference are carried - but no 
minutes or report as yet (see 
Weekly Worker Januavy 30 for a 
summary of the proceedings). 
Unfortunately, this page does the 
website as a whole no favours. 

All the motions and amendments 
are present with the exception of 
the one addressing Europe, 
owing to a broken link. But the 
presentation is lacklustre, to say 
the least - the listing of motions is 
all over the place and, even 
worse, photographs are pasted 
over some text. There really is no 
excuse for this kind of shoddy 
presentation. 

The links carried on the side 
bar are a mixed bag, ranging 
from the non-existent to the 
decidedly average. 'Meetings’ 
invite us to attend the WSA 
conference, giving the months-old 
submission and circulation dates 
for motions and the agenda. The 
'Campaigns’ link gives you a 
couple of brief reports on the 
role the WSA has been playing in 
the Ciymlyn Burrows incinerator 
struggle and the Mediclean 
dispute in Swansea’s hospitals, 
but that is it. The 'Welsh assembly 
elections’ page is similarly 
sparse, listing the three com¬ 
rades who have been selected to 


stand, but without so much as a 
small biography or election 
address. 

Perhaps the 'Political fund’ 
link has more to offer. I was at 
least expecting a potted analysis 
of the crisis of working class 
representation and the uvgent 
need to fight for the democratisa- 
tion of union political funds. 
Instead I was treated to yet 
another broken link. Thankfully I 
was relieved when the 'WSA 
constitution’ page managed to 
load the entire document Having 
it titled in Welsh could have been 
a nice touch, if the constitution 
was not in English only. 

'Press releases’ is yet another 
dead link. 'No to war’ on the other 
hand is probably the best- 
presented page on the site. A 
photo of a couple of Campaign 
for Nuclear Disarmament (Wales) 
placards is situated beneath 
three reports of anti-war activity 
from last September and Octo¬ 
ber, and a call to join peace 
rallies across Wales in Decem¬ 
ber. The resources page feebly 
attempts to complement these 
events by providing a 
downloadable leaflet from last 
September, and a small, ani¬ 
mated WSA banner. 'About the 
WSA’ and 'Join the WSA’ links are 
sparse, but they do the job 
advertised. Unfortunately if any 
visitors are so moved to donate 
cash (to help upgrade the website 
perhaps?), clicking on 'Donations’ 
results in yet another broken link. 

Finally, the 'Links’ section is 
the nearest the site comes to 
being comprehensive. The three 
remaining affiliates (CPGB, SWP 
and Workers Power) are listed, 
as is the website for Swansea SA 
(the only WSA branch website?). 
Nineteen local sites from England 
are also listed, along with the 
national SA website and the 
home page for the Scottish 
Socialist Party. 

Visiting the WSA site was a 
very depressing experience. The 
webmaster should really ask 
whether their work reflects 
favourably upon the WSA as a 
whole, because, to be honest, it is 
very poor. Urgent work is re¬ 
quired on the website, providing 
features such as updates, fixing 
links, and adding more resources 
- and that is just to start off with. 
Otherwise the WSA online will 
continue to reflect the situation in 
real life - as the weakest link in 
the Socialist Alliance movement 
chain# 

Phil Hamilton 



Putting alliance 
back on track 


RMT train crew and shunting grades executive member Derek 
Goodliffe, writing in a personal capacity, looks ahead to the 
upcoming meeting of the Socialist Alliance’s rail caucus 



W hen members of the Social¬ 
ist Alliance rail caucus 
meet on February 23 it will 
certainly not be before 
time. Like most of the SA, the rail caucus 
has been suffering from inertia. It exists 
in the ether in the form of an email dis¬ 
cussion list, but has little reality beyond 
that. Therefore this meeting represents 
an important opportunity, permitting SA 
railworkers to coordinate their work and 
maybe even breathe a little life into the 
alliance itself in the process. 

Close to the top of the agenda should 
be the role that railworkers can play in op¬ 
posing the widely expected US-British 
imperialist assault on Iraq. All three ma¬ 
jor rail unions, the RMT, Aslef and the 
TSSA, are officially opposed to the war. 
the February 15 demonstration was 
given some prominence on their respec¬ 
tive websites and some effort was made 
by the union leaderships to build the 
demonstration. Of course, this is all to be 
welcomed. However, the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance should not fall into the trap of just 
cheering on the trade unions. As well as 
giving this opposition to the war a so¬ 
cialist and internationalist content, it 
should be urging railworkers to go be¬ 
yond words and play a leading part in 
preventing the mobilisation for war. In 
this we should follow the example of the 
Aslef drivers in Scotland who refused to 
ferry arms and equipment intended for 
the Gulf to ministry of defence bases. 

Campaigning on issues closer to home 
will also undoubtedly be up for discus¬ 
sion. ‘Rail chaos’ may have temporarily 
been replaced on the front pages of 
newspapers by the drive to war on Iraq, 
but for passengers and workers it re¬ 
mains a day-to-day reality. Apart from 
causing widespread delays and cancel¬ 
lations, an increasingly decaying and 
decrepit infrastructure - both under and 
over ground - continues to have terrify¬ 
ing potential to cause death and destruc¬ 
tion. This was again graphically demon¬ 
strated on January 25, when a tube train 
travelling from St Paul’s to Chancery Lane 
hit the tunnel wall after a technical failure 
- injuring over 30 people in the process. 

As all railworkers are aware, much 
needed investment is being withheld and 
hence projects to improve the infrastruc¬ 
ture are being quietly mothballed. Every 
rail militant knows that privatisation of the 
already under-resourced British Rail has 


reduced the industry to a shambles - 
London Underground is set to go the 
same way. PPP will undermine safety on 
the tube due to the fragmentation and 
breakdown of unified management and 
the impact of sub-contracting. The con¬ 
flict of interest is between private profit 
and public safety - all too obvious if you 
take a look at the privatised rail network, 
broken up into the various train operat¬ 
ing companies for the dual purpose of 
creaming off revenue for the benefit of 
shareholders and weakening the strate¬ 
gically important rail unions, thus under¬ 
mining the conditions of the workforce. 

But the unions have not been broken 
and continue to demonstrate this in prac¬ 
tice in numerous disputes all over the 
country. The longest running has seen 
RMT members take on Arriva Trains 
Northern in a series of strikes over the 
widening gap between drivers’ and con¬ 
ductors’ pay and conditions. RMT and 
Aslef have taken action on the London 
Underground because of their concerns 
over safety connected with the transfer 
of the tube infrastructure to the private 
sector. A number of other safety con¬ 
cerns have also provoked walkouts. 

Lack of investment and the fragmented 
nature of the railways can only spell more 
attacks on the workforce and more mis¬ 
ery for the travelling public, with the con¬ 
tinued risk of further major disasters, the 
like of which we have seen all too often 
recently. Clearly the industry is crying out 
for renationalisation, but in my opinion 
we in the Socialist Alliance need to go 
much further - resurrecting British Rail, 
with its tired, bureaucratic, top-down 
management and second-rate safety 


record, is hardly what we have in mind. 

No, the recentralised rail industry must 
be directly controlled by its workers and 
passenger representatives. This is a 
process that can begin immediately, as a 
result of railworkers beginning to impose 
their democratic control over all aspects 
of their work. 

A key task of S A militants is to press 
for a single rail union for the whole in¬ 
dustry. Too often leaders have put sec¬ 
tional interests first, with one union 
going so far as to undermine militant ac¬ 
tion undertaken by the other, if it is per¬ 
ceived as not serving the narrow needs 
of the particular bureaucracy. 

Most importantly, though, railworkers, 
like the rest of our class, need political 
representation. There must be an end to 
the writing of blank cheques to the La¬ 
bour Party. The excellent initiative of 
RMT general secretary Bob Crow - 
putting a raft of union demands to La¬ 
bour MPs and refusing to sponsor those 
who decline to support them - must be 
followed through with moves to democ¬ 
ratise the political fund. The rail unions - 
hopefully one unified rail union - must 
be able to use the fund to back candidates 
and organisations other than Labour. 

Of course, the working class in Britain 
has no party as yet. The deliberate hold¬ 
ing back of the SA’s potential by the 
Socialist Workers Party means that its 
logical and necessary development in 
that direction has been stalled. Perhaps 
SA railworkers can play their part in giv¬ 
ing new momentum to the drive towards 
a Socialist Alliance party capable of rep¬ 
resenting not only railworkers, but the 
whole class • 


Socialist Alliance 

North West regional meeting 

Saturday February 22, 11am to 4pm, Friends Meeting House, Mount Street, Manchester. 

Rail caucus 

National meeting for all Socialist Alliance members and supporters in the RMT, Aslef and TSSA - Sunday February 23, 12 
noon, Lucas Arms, Grays Inn Road, London (nearest station: Kings Cross). 

Firefighters 

Meeting for all FBU members who are either Socialist Alliance members or supporters, Saturday March 1,4.30pm, after rank 
and file conference - O’Neill’s pub, Euston Road, opposite St Pancras station. 

Annual conference 

Saturday March 15, South Camden Community School, Charrington Street, London Nl. Amendments to policy resolu¬ 
tions and constitutional amendments must be submitted by Friday February 21. Election of NEC by slate using alternative 
vote system. Nomination of slates will close at conference, Saturday March 15, 2pm. 

Socialist Alliance, Wickham House, 10 Cleveland Way, London El 4TR; 020 7791 3138; office@sociahstalhance.net 


























weeKiy- 

WOllker468 Februaiy 20 2003 


5 


I 


| here is nothing like two million 
people on the street to concen¬ 
trate the mind. In the shadow of 
the mammoth show of force by 
the anti-war movement on February 15, 
the Socialist Alliance executive gathered 
the following day to discuss future per¬ 
spectives of the alliance and the fluidity 
in the workers’ movement created by the 
outpouring of anti-war sentiment. Other 
issues on the agenda included the May 
local elections, the firefighters’ dispute 
and union work, as well as preparations 
for annual conference. 

The executive committee entered into 
a wide-ranging discussion about the im¬ 
plications of the February 15 demonstra¬ 
tion and the tasks of socialists in this 
period. There was general consensus 
that the march constitutes a turning point 
in Blair’s premiership and opens up a 
period of potentially rapid change in the 
British political landscape. With no co¬ 
herent opposition, the left is being forced 
to play catch-up. George Galloway is 
openly calling for a refounding of the 
Labour Party, with the ‘awkward squad’ 
of trade union leaders at increased log¬ 
gerheads with New Labour and millions 
of people opposed to war on Iraq and 
unrepresented in parliament - the raw 
material for a mass workers’ party is be¬ 
ing created. 

With the possibility of George Gallo¬ 
way being involved in the creation of a 
new party - or at least in the campaign 
for one - the question of Scotland comes 
up. Galloway is MP for Glasgow Kelvin. 
He is also an opponent of Scottish sepa¬ 
ratism. In any campaign for a “refound¬ 
ing of the Labour Party’ ’ or for a new mass 
workers’ party, where will the Scottish 
Socialist Party fit in? 

Opening the discussion on the war 
John Rees of the Socialist Workers Party 
said that this movement was no longer 
just about war and peace, but about de¬ 
mocracy and whether this government 
can be bent to popular sentiment. 

Opposition to the war has no coher¬ 
ent parliamentary expression. Charles 
Kennedy, Liberal Democrat leader, is not 
against the war per se, but is cynically 
positioning himself as an opponent of 
non-UN-mandated imperialist aggres¬ 
sion. While Labour mavericks such as 
George Galloway and Jeremy Corbyn 
have spoken out against the war, there 
is no mass alternative to the openly im¬ 
perialist government of Tony Blair. 

The executive dis¬ 
cussed the fact 
that 


Campaign for a 
workers’ party 



•Nob 

racism 


Social 



Charles Kennedy was given a platform 
at the demonstration. Comrade Rees, 
who represents the SWP on the Stop the 
War Coalition steering committee, ar¬ 
gued that it was a tactical decision to al¬ 
low Kennedy to speak in order to 
minimise his impact on the demonstra¬ 
tion. He said that to deny Kennedy a 
platform in the days before February 15 
would have given him a pretext to mn a 
campaign in the media which would have 
overshadowed other, more important, 
aspects of the day. Nick Wrack, Socialist 
Alliance representative on the STWC 
committee did not disagree. 

I spoke in opposition to this. While I 
agreed that it was a tactical decision and 
not a point of principle, I argued that by 
giving Kennedy the mantle of ‘peace 
campaigner’ we were allowing him the 
possibility of claiming to be a leading 
voice in the movement, who would at¬ 
tempt to pull it behind any second UN 
resolution. Even without a UN mandate 
Kennedy would be a ‘loyal opposition¬ 
ist’. 

Mark Hoskisson of Workers Power 
agreed that it was a tactical mistake to 
allow Kennedy to speak. Martin Thomas 
(Alliance for Workers’ Liberty), Declan 
O’Neill, Lesley Mahmood and Margaret 
Manning had also voiced opposition to 
Kennedy speaking on our email list pre¬ 
vious to the demonstration. In view of 
this, it was in retrospect a mistake not to 
push the question to a vote on the ex¬ 
ecutive. 

In his defence, Comrade Rees said that 
having Jeremy Corbyn speaking imme¬ 
diately after Kennedy lessened his im¬ 
pact. He also pointed out that Kennedy 
had refused to march at the front of the 
demonstration to avoid being photo¬ 
graphed with the likes of George Gallo¬ 
way. Anyway, argued comrade Rees, the 
presence of Hollywood actor Tim Rob¬ 
bins had overshadowed anything Ken¬ 
nedy said. 

The executive were understandably 
buoyed up by the demonstration. 
Though all recognised a clear gap be¬ 
tween the potentialities the movement of¬ 
fers and the actuality of the Socialist 
Alliance at present. Will McMahon, 
membership secretary, said that 30,000 
Socialist Alliance bulletins and 1,100 plac¬ 
ards were distributed. There were 11 vol¬ 
unteers on the Socialist Alliance’s stalls. 
In this context I raised the issue of the 
pre-demonstration email from Chris 
Bambery, SWP national organiser, to 
the SWP membership instructing 
them to only undertake SWP and So¬ 
cialist Worker sales activity. This 
email brought angry responses on 
the IndieSA discussion list. 

Comrade Bambery’s in¬ 
struction states: 
'Comrades should 
not on this demo 
be doing any¬ 
thing else aside 
from selling SW 
unless you have 
been asked to 
steward by 
STWC. In other 
words you should not 
be doing stalls or what¬ 
ever for Palestine Rights, 
ANL, Defend Council 
Housing, SA or whatever.” 

All of the sup¬ 
porting organisations, 
including the CPGB, 
concentrated on 
distributing their 
own material at 


the demonstration, although all CPGB 
stalls also had SA material. However, the 
bulk of the responsibility for the lack of 
any coordinated socialist intervention 
on the demonstration must rest with the 
largest faction in the Socialist Alliance. 
As the dominant force, it has acted as a 
brake on the unity of political action out¬ 
side actual election campaigns. In these 
circumstances the other main support¬ 
ing organisations would not to be cor¬ 
ralled by a spurious discipline to the 
Socialist Alliance, where the SWP was 
flagrantly wanting to sideline its role in 
the anti-war movement. 

Rob Hoveman, SA secretary and 
SWP member, defended the email, say¬ 
ing that all constituent parts retain the 
right to independent activity. He pointed 
out that the demonstration was the larg¬ 
est in British history and everyone was 
stretched to cover it. The SWP, as is its 
right, took the decision to prioritise SW 
sales. 

While this is perfectly true, it points to 
a problem. The left has no united voice. 
There is no political paper of the SA. No 
real unity in the branches. The SA is used 
to a limited extent to make propaganda 
in the unions, agitating for change on the 
political fund, but is mostly just turned 
on locally at election time. 

In this context, motions before annual 
conference that call for a campaign for a 
new workers’ movement must be 
passed. George Galloway is obviously 
looking to such a campaign. The needs 
of the democratic anti-war movement 
demand it. The inadequacies of the So¬ 
cialist Alliance and the dead ends of the 
sects point to the need to prioritise such 
a campaign. 

Comrade Rees noted that the TUC 
under its mles is obliged to call an emer¬ 
gency conference when there is an im¬ 
minent threat of war. Socialists must 
campaign to enforce this. From the plat¬ 
form on February 15, both Galloway and 
comrade Lindsay German (SWP) called 
for strike action in the event of war. We 
must do all in our power to politicise the 
unions in the face of Blair’s imperialist ad¬ 
venture. 

The March 3 public meeting organ¬ 
ised by the Socialist Alliance is critical in 
this context. Speaking will be George Gal¬ 
loway, Mark Serwotka, Bob Crow, Chris¬ 
tine Blower, John Rees and Linda Smith. 
Drawing together the various elements 
for a dialogue about the future of the 
workers’ movement is needed at this time. 
It is a shame the Socialist Alliance does 


not have a paper in which to conduct this 
discussion. 

John Fisher (non-aligned) expressed 
some frustration - why did we not sim¬ 
ply ask people like Galloway to join the 
SA? Comrade Steve Godward (non- 
aligned) said that we should not act at 
the behest of the Labour left. The major¬ 
ity argued that what was important was 
to place the S A in a good position for any 
future developments towards a new 
party. There was no thought of leaving 
the S A behind, but of using our unity and 
the lessons that come from it to advance 
the whole working class movement. 

Nick Wrack (non-aligned) said we 
should work with all who want an alter¬ 
native to New Labour. He said what was 
key was the lack of representation for 
those opposed to the war, who want to 
retain public services in public hands and 
so on. 

Comrade Hoskisson said we must turn 
to the trade unions and campaign for 
them to take a lead in the anti-war move¬ 
ment. He said that Blair had been forced 
into a dialogue with the movement and 
was continually changing the parameters 
he sets for going to war. By moving onto 
the terrain of morality in his speech in 
Glasgow, he was setting himself up for a 
defeat by the movement. 

Will McMahon (non-aligned) said that 
this war was putting democracy to the 
test and argued that the Socialist Alliance 
was well placed in this period. Weyman 
Bennett (SWP) said we are witnessing 
the birth of the new left. 

Local elections 

We moved on to a discussion of the 
upcoming local authority elections in 
England. Rob Hoveman opened, saying 
we need to strike a balance between 
standing as many candidates as we can 
and running credible local campaigns. 
We reviewed the local government policy 
document passed by the February 2001 
national council. It was agreed to insert 
a paragraph in the introduction, placing 
democracy and the war as central issues 
in these elections. 

The discussion touched upon anti¬ 
fascist work. How do we unite against 
the BNP within the workers’ movement? 
This will be debated at our annual con¬ 
ference. However, I warned that the SA 
must not become involved in ‘establish¬ 
ment’ Lib-Lab anti-racist pacts. One of 
the sources of the BNP vote is that they 
come across as anti-establishment. The 
SA must not be seen as part of the offi¬ 


Money where our mouth is 

The 2002 financial year saw the Socialist Alliance put on a much 
sounder footing. Despite the cock-up over the clearing of cheques in 
the national office, the running of our finances has improved mark¬ 
edly. This is due in no small part to our treasurer, Tess McMahon. 
Comrade McMahon received the unanimous thanks of the outgoing 
2002-03 executive. 

It is good to see that all principal groups are now beginning to 
contribute to the SA coffers as agreed. This certainly took some 
prodding, not least by yours truly at executive meetings and in the 
pages of the Weekly Worker . While the principal supporting organisa¬ 
tions provided the resources to establish the Socialist Alliance, the 
bulk of our funds now come from members’ subscriptions. 

The CPGB has been one of the most consistent advocates of a 
central office and central funds. And we have put our money were our 
mouth is. 


Contributions, 2002 

SWP £1,920 (SA debt repayment to East End Offset); CPGB £1,590; Work¬ 
ers Power £750; AWL £480; ISG £160 


cial anti-racist paradigm of the main bour¬ 
geois parties. 

I raised the importance of fighting for 
a united front against Blairism in the elec¬ 
tions. This should include the possibil¬ 
ity of calling for, and campaigning for, 
votes for anti-war, anti-Blair Labour can¬ 
didates. This will also be debated at an¬ 
nual conference. 

FBU and trade unions 

Steve Godward opened on the present 
state of the FBU pay dispute and on his 
own sacking and victimisation during 
FBU industrial action. Comrades on the 
executive agreed that the strike had 
moved to a defensive guerrilla battle to 
retain the firefighters’ conditions. There 
was a danger that the leadership around 
brother Gilchrist could look to settle in a 
manner that set the FBU back. 

Executive members agreed that build¬ 
ing a rank and file movement in the un¬ 
ion was thus critical during the endgame 
of the dispute. I said that one key differ¬ 
ence between this dispute and the 1977 
strike was the lack of control from below 
this time around. While the executive has 
postponed the FBU annual conference 
scheduled for May 18, the London region 
has called a solidarity conference for 
March 1. It is here that the rank and file 
and its supporters in other unions 
should seek to organise. Socialist Alli¬ 
ance firefighters will meet at 4.30pm on 
March 1 at the conclusion of the FBU 
conference. 

Mark Hoskisson, trade union officer, 
reported on preparations for fringe meet¬ 
ings during conference season. Mean¬ 
while the Socialist Campaign Group is to 
organise ‘Stay in Labour’ meetings. 
There may be some scope for debate 
with the SCG on this. 

At present, motions calling for the de- 
mocratisation of the political funds are on 
the order papers for TSSA, RMT and 
CWU. It is only in Amicus that a resolu¬ 
tion calling for democratisation has been 
ruled out of order. Unison, TGWU and 
GMB also have motions submitted to 
annual conference on the subject. The 
NUJ and NUT have motions on their re¬ 
spective agendas for the establishment 
of a political fund. 

The S A will be re-issuing Matt Wrack’s 
pamphlet on the political fund for this 
round of conferences. 

Other business 

Our annual conference may have to be 
moved to March 16 if there is another na¬ 
tional anti-war demonstration called for 
March 15, the current conference date. 
The executive will consult with branches 
on this. In order to facilitate debate and 
clarity at conference it was agreed that 
main themes should be suggested - the 
conference arrangements committee will 
make final recommendations. However, 
the executive felt that the two main 
themes for our conference, given the 
nature of the motions in front of us, are 
‘Fighting Bush and Blair’s war’ and ‘The 
future of the Socialist Alliance’. 

The executive looked at the need to 
build a functioning regional structure in 
the lead-up to the European parliament 
elections in 2004. Representatives of the 
executive will meet with the electoral com¬ 
mission to seek clarity on the formation 
of accounting units and the possibility 
of registered (and unregistered) political 
organisation affiliating to the SA without 
affecting the independent finances of 
either party. 

How the Welsh Socialist Alliance will 
fit into the SA constitution and account¬ 
ing structure was also floated. Lesley 
Mahmood reported on the formation of 
an SA women’s network “by the SA for 
all women”. This is to include some 
‘policy forums’. Why non-members are 
to have input into S A policy when male 
members are to be excluded from these 
fomms needs some clarification. 

The executive agreed to pursue twin¬ 
ning local towns and movements with 
Palestinian towns. At my suggestion, we 
agreed to send solidarity greetings to the 
Israeli military refuseniks as well • 

Marcus Strom 
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STOP THE WAR _ 

Anti-war movement is 
movement for democracy 


T o be there was truly to participate 
in writing a new chapter of his¬ 
tory. The medley of statistics are 
well known but lose nothing from 
the repetition. 

An unprecedented 30 million world¬ 
wide took part on February 15. There 
were over 600 simultaneous protests on 
every continent - from Antarctica to Ice¬ 
land and from Tel Aviv to Havana. The 
main mobilisations are as staggering as 
they are inspiring. In France there were 
marches in 72 cities and towns with over 
200,000 rallying in Paris alone. Nearly 
500,000 attended the Berlin demonstra¬ 
tion which culminated in a huge gather¬ 
ing in the Tiergarten. Damascus saw a 
demonstration of 200,000. 

Numbers were even higher in countries 
pledged to a “coalition of the willing”. In 
Spain - crucially Madrid and Barcelona - 
five million protested against George 
Bush’s “doormat”, Jose Maria Aznar. 
Over 500,000 marched in Sydney against 
Gulf War II and the government of John 
Howard - surpassing Friday’s 150,000 fig¬ 
ure in Melbourne - in what was Austral- 
ia’s biggest demonstration. Italy’s 
organisers estimate that three milli on “in¬ 
vaded” Rome. Targeted, once again, was 
not only Bush, but the enemy at home - 
the billionaire prime minister Silvio Ber¬ 
lusconi. 

Democratic opinion is recovering in the 
heart of the beast after the terrible trauma 
of September 11 2001. Los Angeles had 
up to 60,000 marching, while New York 
witnessed a huge rally of over 400,000. 
In Glasgow 90,000 were out, in Belfast too 
many thousands demonstrated, and, of 
course, between 1.5 and two million took 
part in the mammoth demonstration 
which packed London’s Hyde Park - Brit¬ 
ain’s largest ever political protest. 

Undoubtedly what we are witnessing 
is a people’s movement. Tme to its own 
self-made obsessions, much of the bour¬ 
geois media focused in on various celeb¬ 
rities who turned out for the day - 
Vanessa Redgrave, Jesse Jackson, Bi¬ 
anca Jagger, Ms Dynamite, Pete Postle- 
thwaite, Tim Robbins, Chris Eubank, 
Jarvis Cocker, Kylie Minogue, etc. 
Rupert Murdoch’s mouthpiece The Sun¬ 
day Times even claimed it was “middle 
England” which massed in London. But 
February 15 was no expanded remn of 
the Countryside Alliance. These march¬ 
ers were not natural Tories, the little Eng¬ 
land upper middle class, disenfranchised 
aristocrats and their forelock-tugging 
mral retainers. February 15 primarily and 
overwhelmingly saw the mobilisation of 
four main social forces - young people 
at school and college, the progressive ur¬ 
ban working and middle classes, the 
muslim population and the labour move¬ 
ment - in other words, an anti-war rebel¬ 
lion from below. 

February 15 was implicitly a movement 
for democracy. The figures speak for 
themselves. A recent ICM poll for the 
BBC showed 45% believing that Britain 
should play no part in any war with Iraq 
- with or without a second UN security 
council resolution. Fewer than 10% think 
that it would be right to go ahead in a US 
“coalition of the willing” ( Evening Stand¬ 
ard February 14). A few days later - after 
the London protest - The Guardian re¬ 
ported that opposition to the war - with 
or without the UN - had risen to a major¬ 
ity of 52% (February 18). 

Considering the well publicised dis¬ 
quiet in the ruling circles of Russia, France 
and China - permanent members of the 
security council who have a veto - a sec¬ 
ond UN resolution is far from certain. 


Needless to say though, the US is going 
all out to whip all security council mem¬ 
bers - permanent and temporary alike - 
into line. France and Germany have been 
lampooned and lambasted in very undip¬ 
lomatic language by Donald Rumsfeld. 
But perhaps - as with Turkey - a share of 
the spoils might persuade. In parallel, 
weak countries on the security council, 
such as Angola, Bulgaria, Cameroon and 
Guinea, are being bullied and bribed. 

Depending on how the haggling at 
the UN goes, somewhere between half 
and 90% of the population in Britain 
could find themselves pitted against their 
government. And in all probability war 
will be launched without the bother of a 
vote in a docile and now thoroughly un¬ 
representative parliament. Blair will sim¬ 
ply deploy the royal prerogative. Put 
another way, with, but especially with¬ 
out, the UN, there exists a gaping demo¬ 
cratic deficit. 

Programme 

So it is quite clear that fighting to stop 
the msh to war is inextricably bound up 
with the struggle for democracy - which 
alone provides a bridge to socialism and 
a world system that guarantees an end 
to war and the exploitation of one by an¬ 
other. That is why in the immediate sec¬ 
tion of our draft programme - ie, that 
section which logically presents and 
briefly outlines what we fight for under 
today’s capitalist conditions - there is a 
whole raft of demands which, taken to¬ 
gether, are designed to remove all the 
checks and balances against democracy 
that have been invented, renewed and 
maintained over the years by the mling 
class. Our programme is designed to con¬ 
centrate the maximum possible social 
force against our main enemy, the con¬ 
stitutional monarchy system and, as the 
struggle organises and teaches the work¬ 
ing class, society is thereby readied for 
the epochal shift from capitalist to com¬ 
munist social relations. 

In place of the quasi-democratic United 
Kingdom and its House of Lords, presi¬ 
dential prime minister, standing army, 
appointed judges, secretive bureaucracy, 
etc, there must be something very differ¬ 
ent. A fully democratic, federal republic 
of England, Scotland and Wales with a 
unicameral executive-legislative body 
consisting of members elected by univer¬ 
sal suffrage. The key is control from be¬ 
low of what is going on above. There 
should be annual elections. And to keep 
them in touch with the everyday realities 
of life those who are elected must be paid 
only the average wage of a skilled worker. 
Moreover, to safeguard the popular will 
and weaken the power of the state to the 
barest minimum, we advocate the instant 
recallability of all elected officials and the 
replacement of the standing army by a 
militia system. Our programme also de¬ 
mands that major policy decisions - war, 
for example - be decided by referendum. 

With such a programme of extreme de¬ 
mocracy in mind communists take issue 
with those on the left - ‘economists’ or 
‘strikists’ - who believe that the anti-war 
movement should mainly prioritise the 
horrendous cost of attacking Iraq. Like 
cost accountants these comrades wor¬ 
thily demand spending on “pay, jobs, 
education and health” instead of the 
“war for oil”. But, however well inten- 
tioned, such leftwing bookkeeping re¬ 
duces the anti-war movement to the level 
of trade union bargaining rather than 
energising and elevating it politically by 
providing a programme derived from the 
best experience of the real movement of 


the working class over the last 150 years. 

Equally barren and useless when it 
comes to the living struggle are those 
sectarians who feel themselves duty- 
bound to dismiss the Stop the War Coa¬ 
lition out of hand. The presence of the 
Green Party on the steering committee, 
co-sponsorship of February 15 by the 
Muslim Association of Britain and hav¬ 
ing Charles Kennedy speaking at Hyde 
Park are said to irredeemably constitute 
it a ‘popular front’ - which must not be 
touched by true socialists, only de¬ 
nounced. 

What is a popular front? Essentially it 
involves those in the workers’ movement, 
usually organised in a party, promoting, 
supporting or joining a pro-capitalist 
government. An example would be the 
Labour Party’s coalitions with the Tories 
and Liberals in World War I and World 
War II. Another would be the ‘official 
communists’ from the mid-1930s. Under 
the command of Joseph Stalin a strategy 
of aligning themselves with the ‘less re¬ 
actionary’ wing of imperialism was pur¬ 
sued. Putting into power what was 
euphemistically called a people’s govern¬ 
ment - which would not challenge the 
capitalist system of exploitation - was the 
goal. Authentic communists remember 
and learn from France and Spain in 1930s, 
1939-45 Britain and Chile in 1973 and 
rightly stand utterly opposed to any 
such rotten class collaborationism. 

For the sectarians, however, the only 
alliance they are prepared to positively 
consider is the ‘united front’: ie, a bloc 
between communists on the one side 
and on the other reformist or centrist 
parties of the working class. Examples 
cover everything from trade unions to 
soviets. But, at least for those of us who 
base themselves on the Marxist tradition, 
any such impoverishing limitation on our 
strategy and tactics to the workers’ 
movement alone is self-defeating. 

We do not, and cannot, confine our¬ 
selves to the monotone black and white 
of united and popular fronts. There are 
all manner of other alliances: ie, cam¬ 
paigns, actions, committees, protest 
groups, deals and tactical options. Hence 
communists experience no problem what¬ 
soever in entering alliances - including 
strategic alliances - with non-working 
class forces. The revolutionary partner¬ 
ship of Karl Marx and Fredrick Engels 
themselves advocated a revolutionary 
people’s alliance in 1848-49 Germany 
between the workers, peasants and the 
lower middle classes. The Bolsheviks too 
fought hard to secure a long-term alliance 
with Russia’s peasantry. They also cham¬ 
pioned the rights of and participated in 
joint protests on behalf of students, reli¬ 
gious minorities, women and oppressed 
nationalities. Later, to advance the inter¬ 
ests of the revolution, they even con¬ 
cluded a pact - a very restricted and 
short-term alliance - with Germany. 

So in our opinion it is perfectly legiti¬ 
mate to fight around particular concrete 
demands alongside fleeting or transient 
allies, such as the Green Party, MAB and, 
yes, even Charles Kennedy. Whether we 
would vote for Green Party representa¬ 
tives on the STWC committee, argue for 
MAB co-sponsorship of February 15 or 
invite the leader of the Liberal Democrats 
to speak from the platform at Hyde Park 
is a purely tactical question. There is no 
principle involved. The art lies in judg¬ 
ing politically who on balance gains 
most. 

Certainly in the case of Kennedy we 
in the CPGB believes that an error was 
made in giving him a nationwide platform 


and an undeserved reputation as a 
peacenik. The establishment faces a 
huge problem over Iraq. Neither of their 
two main parties has a hold over, let alone 
heads, the anti-war movement. Iain Dun¬ 
can Smith and his Tory Party is virtually 
indistinguishable from Blair and New La¬ 
bour. If it is possible they are even more 
craven to George Bush and the US. That 
leaves the system - political and eco¬ 
nomic - extraordinarily vulnerable to the 
anti-war majority below. So things might 
easily get out of hand. This is where 
Charles Kennedy and the Liberal Demo¬ 
crats might find their moment. 

Kennedy entertains high governmen¬ 
tal ambitions and no doubt, given the op¬ 
portunity, would present himself as both 
the voice of the anti-war waverers and 
the saviour of the constitutional monar¬ 
chy system in its hour of need. Needless 
to say, as indicated on February 15, he is 
not really anti-war. In all likelihood Ken¬ 
nedy will oppose the war - equivocally, 
half-heartedly and cynically - as long it 
serves to further his ambitions and does 
not endanger the political and economic 
system. Far from being given a platform, 
this Charlie-come-lately should have 
been quietly sidelined. 

Own account 

That aside, the task of communists and 
their fellow revolutionary socialists in the 
anti-war movement cannot be confined 
to signing up those in and around the 
labour movement. Our task consists in 
helping to mobilise the widest numbers - 
not just the solidly anti-war 52% but the 
uncertain 30% to 40% - into an active 
anti-war movement which can learn 
through its own experience that the UK 
urgently needs a regime change. 

With up to two million marching in Lon¬ 
don on February 15, the majority of the 
population opposed to war against Iraq 
and plans in the offing for mass civil diso¬ 
bedience and occupations, regime 
change in Britain is beginning to shift 
from the shadows of abstraction into the 
realm of practical politics. And when mil¬ 
lions upon millions of people - normally 
politically inert and divided by section¬ 
alism, gender stereotyping, religion, na¬ 
tionality, football team, etc - for the first 
time enter the field of direct stmggle on 
their own account, they learn in a matter 
of weeks what would otherwise take 
years or even decades of propaganda. 
Events suddenly speed up. Time short¬ 
ens. Minds change. 

In the rapids of political struggle and 
mass involvement old loyalties, leaders 
and institutions are questioned, dis¬ 
carded or transformed. New ones are 
tested, made or are adopted. That is how 
communists view the MAB’s imams, the 
soppy co-leaders of the Green Party and 
Kennedy’s ego. Our concern lies not 
with them but in winning their mass base 

- which is now in dynamic and progres¬ 
sive flux. That can only be done tactically 

- not through creating distance, but prox¬ 
imity. 

How are we going to stop the war and 
rid ourselves of the quasi-democratic 
constitutional monarchy system? Biding 
our time till the next general election 
would be a complete diversion. However, 
mass demonstrations, and even political 
strikes called by the TUC, are not in them- 
selves sufficient. To provide definite 
answers when it comes to ‘hows’, 
‘whats’ and ‘whens’ one must wait upon 
the real movement of events themselves 

- in which the doubled and redoubled ef¬ 
forts of communists and revolutionary 
socialists will doubtless play a part. 


Meanwhile the anti-war majority must be 
organised democratically from the top to 
the bottom if it is to successfully meet the 
challenges the coming weeks and 
months present. Democracy, account¬ 
ability and recallability must begin at 
home, within our own organisations. 

Blair’s government unquestionably 
faces a profound crisis. By sticking like 
glue to the US, Blair has alienated “old 
Europe”, fallen out with Jacques Chirac 
and Gerhardt Schroder, divided Nato and 
seen his personal popularity ratings plum¬ 
met. He may indeed be “risking every¬ 
thing” by determinedly joining his fate 
to that of the USA as a matter of ‘convic¬ 
tion’ . Parallels with Margaret Thatcher 
and the poll tax come to mind. So does 
the ignominious fall of Anthony Eden 
after the 1956 Suez fiasco. 

However, what the present situation 
also poses it a deep split in the Labour 
Party itself. Perhaps something along the 
lines of Ramsay MacDonald’s defection 
in 1931 and the subsequent disaffiliation 
of the Independent Labour Party a year 
later, perhaps something bigger, involv¬ 
ing trade unions, as well as individual 
members and MPs. The London ‘Where 
is Labour going?’ meeting on March 3 - 
with George Galloway, Bob Crow, Mark 
Serwotka, Christine Blower and John 
Rees - could prove to be a harbinger of 
what is to come. 

Matters will be decided not only here 
in Britain but, crucially, by how the war 
against Iraq actually goes. Military plan¬ 
ners - in the Pentagon and Whitehall - 
say things are on course to mn smoothly 
and swiftly. Saddam Hussein can be 
ousted within a few weeks. Such an op¬ 
timal outcome is buttressed by reports 
of army dissatisfaction in Iraq, arrests in 
the high command and the use of the Ira¬ 
nian exile group the Mujahedin-e-Khal 
as terror troops. This might be hard news. 
On the other hand it could simply be wish¬ 
ful thinking or black propaganda. 

There remains the distinct possibility 
that things could go badly. War, after all, 
is not an exact science, more an art, and 
as such is highly unpredictable and full 
of unforeseen surprises, accidents and 
upsets. In the last analysis it is not mili¬ 
tary hardware that decides, but politics - 
that is why the US lost in Vietnam and 
the forces of Ho Chi Minh won. 

Evidently the US is not fighting for de¬ 
mocracy in Iraq or combating terrorism. 
The post-Saddam regime - as envisaged 
by US officials - keeps in power the Sunni 
minority and maintains the second-class 
position of the Shia majority. The US has 
also shown itself ready to sacrifice the 
Kurdish autonomous area to Turkish 
sub-imperialism. Nor, despite the efforts 
of Blair and Bush, has any link between 
Saddam Hussein and September 11 and 
al Qa’eda been established. 

Getting rid of Saddam Hussein is in fact 
an integral part of the US drive to impose 
its new world order and export its crisis 
of overproduction. The Bush administra¬ 
tion shows every intention of wanting 
to roll up the entire map of the Middle 
East, including Saudi Arabia and Iran. 
After the region had been suitably rear¬ 
ranged the US would be in firm control 
of vital oil reserves and have easy access 
to the oil-rich Caspian Sea and the south¬ 
ern republics of the former Soviet Union. 
That way, US super-imperialism hopes to 
maintain its dominant position over po¬ 
tential world-historic rivals such as Rus¬ 
sia, the EU, China and India. The 
suggestion emanating from Michael 
Hardt and Antonio Negri that modern 
capitalism has left behind imperialism and 
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SUPPLEMENT 



Bedfordshire Socialist Alliance has long been bitterly divided. A series of disputes culminated in the demand that 
two former officers, Danny Thompson and Jane Clarke, be expelled from the S A. This, their - slightly shortened - 
submission to the S A appeals committee, is presented not only by comrades Thompson and Clarke themselves, but 
by the Bedfordshire Socialist Alliance Democratic and Republican Platform. It is their reply to the submission, 
‘Statement to the appeals committee of the Socialist Alliance by officers of the Bedfordshire Socialist Alliance’ 

In defence of the 
Socialist Alliance 


//■ ■ egel remarks somewhere that 
B M all great world-historic facts 

and personages appear, so to 
■ ■ speak, twice. He forgot to 
add: the first time as tragedy, the second time 
as farce. Men make their own history, but they 
do not make it as they please; they do not make 
it under self-selected circumstances, but un¬ 
der circumstances existing already, given and 
transmitted from the past. The tradition of all 
dead generations weighs like a nightmare on 
the brains of the living. 

“And just as they seem to be occupied with 
revolutionising themselves and things, cre¬ 
ating something that did not exist before, pre¬ 
cisely in such epochs of revolutionary crisis 
they anxiously conjure up the spirits of the 
past to their service, borrowing from them 
names, battle slogans, and costumes in order 
to present this new scene in world history in 
time-honoured disguise and borrowed lan¬ 
guage” (Karl Marx The Eighteenth Brumaire 
of Louis Napoleon). 

1. Negotiations not 
expulsions 

1. The issues here involve the relations be¬ 
tween two groups of comrades: what we call 
the SW platform, comprising Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party members and their independent sup¬ 
porters, and the Bedfordshire SA Democratic 
and Republican Platform, which includes the 
Revolutionary Democratic Group (RDG). All 
individual comrades, including Danny and 
Jane, should be seen in relation to the two plat¬ 
forms. 

2. Our case is that there are real political issues 
at the root of the conflicts and frictions in the 
BSA. Instead of dealing with these issues the 
SWP are victimising and witch-hunting 
Danny Thompson (RDG) and Jane Clarke 
(Fire Brigades Union) because of the leading 
role they have played in the Beds SA, the DR 
Platform and their association with the RDG. 

3. The charges made against comrades Danny 
and Jane cannot therefore be considered at 
face value, because of the sectarian ulterior 
motives of the SWP. Whilst we do not deny 
there have been arguments and that relation¬ 
ships are poor, the SWP are simply using their 
current majority to expel our comrades. 

4. Danny and Jane refute the allegations. They 
are a one-sided account of events, aspects of 
which are factually inaccurate. They misrep¬ 
resent, exaggerate or simply mislead. On these 
grounds alone they should be rejected. 

5. There has been no physical violence nor 
any prospect of any. It is important to state 
this clearly. 

6. The motion, which is the only possible au¬ 
thority for expulsions, rests on two separate 
allegations of misconduct. One of these, which 
refers to finances, is simply factually wrong 
and is easily disproved. On these grounds 
alone the case for expulsion should fall (in 
effect the motion is ‘out of order’). 

7. This is the third national intervention in the 
affairs of the Bedfordshire SA (BSA). There 
was a national executive inquiry in April 2001, 
an intervention by chair Liz Davies, over the 
local constitution and elections in February- 
April 2002, and now this reference to the ap¬ 
peals committee. The current dispute is 
related to the previous issues and cannot be 
understood in isolation from them. 

8. Whilst this is a local matter, it has wider 
implications for the future of the S A. Since the 
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are not a 
solution. 
The 
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BSA is to 
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S A appeals committee is elected and account¬ 
able to national Socialist Alliance, it must, 
when considering local issues, take account 
of the wider interests of the SA membership. 

9. It is not in the interests of the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance, nor the SWP, nor the working class and 
socialist movement, that good committed 
trade unionists and socialist comrades be 
unjustly expelled. Indeed if they are expelled, 
it will have a damaging impact on the SA, al¬ 
ready suffering setbacks as a result of the exit 
of the Socialist Party and the resignation of 
national chair Liz Davies. 

10. Expulsions are not a solution. The answer 
to the problems within the BSA is to negoti¬ 
ate to find agreed solutions. We have pro¬ 
posed negotiations between representatives 
of both sides, ‘chaired’ by a representative of 
the national executive. How these matters are 
resolved by expulsion or negotiations will tell 
us a great deal about the health of S A democ¬ 
racy. 

2. A brief history of the 
struggle in the BSA 

2.1. Setting up the BSA 

The BSA was set up in October 2000 on the 
initiative of Danny Thompson, Jane Clarke 
and Eryk Karas. By 2001 the BSA had over 60 
members. It adopted its own programme and 
constitution. The founding comrades consid¬ 
ered a programme (or policy statement) and a 
constitution were essential to establish demo¬ 
cratic and political relations between members. 
The correctness of this approach was con¬ 
firmed when the S A adopted, on the national 
level, a new national programme (2000) and 
new national constitution (2001). 

2.2. Programme and constitution 

The local SWP opposed both programme 
and local constitution. They considered it a 
‘strange’ way of working, having neither in 
their own organisation. The SWP, in one of 
their earlier complaints to the Liaison Commit¬ 
tee, tried to claim quite falsely that the RDG 
had ‘imposed’ its own programme on the 
BSA, despite the fact that the BSA programme 
and constitution were decided democratically 
by members at the steering committee meet¬ 
ings. The programme adopted by the BSA 
was virtually identical with the Merseyside 
SA programme - where there were no such 
similar complaints from SWP comrades. In fact 
virtually all the policies of the BSA were in¬ 
cluded in the subsequent People before profit 
national programme. 

2.3. The Vauxhall dispute 

The first political dispute arose around the 
intervention of the BSA and the SWP in the 
stmggle over the closure of the Vauxhall fac¬ 
tory in Luton. The BSA independents and the 
RDG argued that we should intervene 
through the BSA. But the SWP intervened 
separately on its own account, leading to 
conflict between the BSA and the SWP. Since 
the BSA were planning to stand an SA can¬ 
didate in Luton South it was vital the BSA 
made its mark supporting the Vauxhall work¬ 
ers. The SWP undermined our intervention 
by making their own separate intervention. 
We were critical of the idea of a political divi¬ 
sion of labour, in which the S A did electoral 
work and the SWP did industrial or trade un¬ 
ion activity. 

2.4. Relations with theSWP 

The local SWP saw the independent members 
as their periphery and potential recmits. But 


the presence of RDG comrades with a clear 
perspective meant their political hegemony 
was not assured. In the arguments over 
policy, constitution and Vauxhall, the inde¬ 
pendent members were in agreement with 
RDG comrades. The SWP therefore saw the 
RDG as a rival (or, in their terms, “sectarian”). 
They were determined to bring the BSA un¬ 
der their control. 

The SWP targeted three comrades: Eryk 
Karas, Danny Thompson and Jane Clarke who 
they identified (incorrectly) as RDG members 
(in fact only Danny was an RDG member). The 
SWP were determined to remove them from 
officer posts and exclude them if possible. 
These comrades had done more to build the 
BSA than virtually anybody else. So the 
SWP’s attempts to remove them was seen by 
most of the 2001 membership as sectarian. 

2.5. The national inquiry 

In April 2001 the SWP appealed to the SA 
Liaison Committee for support against the 
BSA elected officers. A national inquiry was 
set up to investigate. Three national officers, 
Dave Church, Marcus Larsen and Greg Tucker 
carried out the inquiry. The SWP made six de¬ 
mands (appendix 1). 

The first of these was “removing RDG 
members/supporters” from key officer posi¬ 
tions. The third demand was “that ‘motions’ 
and restriction on membership must end to 
allow the Beds SA to become a more open 
and welcoming organisation”. There were no 
restrictions on membership, as the inquiry 
concluded. But we note with irony that one 
of the first motions passed after the SWP had 
taken over a year later was to restrict the mem¬ 
bership of Danny and Jane via expulsion. 

The inquiry took evidence and concluded 
that the BSA was mn democratically and had 
operated correctly. The allegations made by 
the SWP were shown to be false. The six de¬ 
mands were rejected. But they did encourage 
us to try again to involve the SWP in the of¬ 
ficers’ group. Despite the SWP’s disruptive 
behaviour, we invited Viv Smith to be the 
BSA’s Stop the War coordinator, which she 
declined. We also sought to change the BSA 
constitution in January 2002 to ensure SWP 
representation in the officers’ group. 

Despite our attempts to incorporate the 
SWP into the BSA and their ‘undemocratic’ 
six demands being dismissed by the national 
inquiry team, the SWP have clearly dismissed 
the inquiry’s findings and have pursued ex¬ 
actly the same ‘demands’ to ‘remove’ these 
same three individuals. 

2.6. SWP takes over the BSA 

At the national SA conference in December 
2001, the SWP and its allies changed the SA 
constitution and Socialist Party left in protest. 
With the exit of the only counterweight to the 
SWP, it was almost inevitable that the SWP 
would seek to capture the BSA. The outcome 
of the December 1 conference emboldened 
them. However, the BSA annual general meet¬ 
ing took place on December 9 before the SWP 
had signed up sufficient new members. This 
was despite the attempted wrecking tactics 
employed by the SWP: eg, calling for its post¬ 
ponement on December 4-5, by petitioning 
non-Beds SA members, to allow them time to 
‘muster their troops’. 

On January 27 2002 the SWP signed up 27 
members, 19 of whom have never been in¬ 
volved in any BSA activity before or since. 
Many existing BSA members were concerned 
that this was another attempt to swamp the 


steering committee meeting to overturn the 
BSA AGM. As part of their witch-hunt they 
were intending to propose three candidates 
to stand against comrades Karas, Thompson 
and Clarke. But the SWP did not win their 
anticipated victory outright because the meet¬ 
ing became deadlocked over what constitu¬ 
tional arrangements would govern any new 
election. 

The new chair (Sarah Lawlor, independent) 
refused to hold another election until this was 
sorted out and appealed to the national ex¬ 
ecutive to help resolve this. New elections 
would be held at a reconvened meeting, once 
proper democratic procedures were agreed. 
The meeting was closed. A few SWP mem¬ 
bers stayed behind and tried to elect the SWP 
slate, despite the fact that it contained com¬ 
rades who had refused to be on their slate. 

However, the national executive, repre¬ 
sented by Liz Davies and Will McMahon 
decided the matter of a local constitution was 
too complex to resolve. Neither the national 
executive nor the rest of the BSA membership 
recognised the SWP ‘election’. 

The national chair took a neutral position 
and did not recognise any election. She there¬ 
fore refused to meet the BSA officers’ group, 
as requested at the end of the January meet¬ 
ing. This was an unfortunate departure from 
democratic practice. The existing officers at 
this time were elected in December2001. These 
elections were recognised and were approved 
by all members at the start of the January 
meeting. To place an actual election on a par 
with a bogus election was a concession to 
SWP pressure. 

In April 2002 Liz Davies in effect took over 
the BSA and decided to hand it back to who¬ 
ever had a majority at a meeting she would 
convene and chair. The question of members’ 
rights was put aside. A new election took 
place without any democratically agreed con¬ 
stitution. All the officers elected at the Decem¬ 
ber AGM resigned and with some of their 
supporters protested outside the meeting that 
the process was unconstitutional. 

At the meeting, attended only by the SWP 
and their three ‘independent’ allies, an SWP 
slate was elected. Despite the SWP’s previ¬ 
ous objections to a local constitution or mles, 
a new constitution was suddenly produced 
at the meeting. This new constitution was not 
circulated to, nor seen by, the BSA member¬ 
ship before the meeting. Members had no 
opportunity to discuss the draft or propose 
amendments prior to the meeting. It was de¬ 
signed and voted in by the SWP. It contains 
clauses we consider to be undemocratic, such 
as now needing a two-thirds majority to re¬ 
place their officers. 

2.7. The Democratic and Republican 
Platform and the Socialist Worker 
platform 

In April 2002 the BSA Democratic and Repub¬ 
lican Platform was launched. It was comprised 
of RDG, Class War and, overwhelmingly, vari¬ 
ous independents (‘indies’). At the same time 
the SWP slate was elected and in effect be¬ 
came the ‘SW platform’. The latter now com¬ 
prises of SWP members plus comrades 
Mushtaq Arrain and Christina Beddows. This 
is not to say that the SWP recognise them¬ 
selves in this way. They do not. But these 
platforms are evolving out of the struggle 
between the two sides. 

2.8. The struggle in the BSA summed up 
We can summarise this brief history as fol- 
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lows. The BSA was founded in October 2000 
as an ‘indy’ SA with an ‘indy’ programme and 
constitution. This first stage continued until 
December 2001. There were about 60 mem¬ 
bers. The SWP had about six members in¬ 
volved and the RDG two. 

The BSA split between January and April 
2002. As a result of SWP recmitment, and the 
exit of some independent members a new 
majority emerged. At the January meeting the 
SWP had 26 votes and the BSA officers had 
23 votes if we count the chair. This led to a 
constitutional crisis, when one constitution 
was voted out and a large minority refused to 
work without a democratic constitution. This 
split the BSA. In April 2002 the SWP took over 
the BSA and imposed its own constitution. 

From April 2002 we began a new stage in 
the story of the BSA The old ‘indy’ BSA 
ended and became in effect two platforms - 
as the former officers and their supporters 
formed themselves into the Democratic and 
Republic Platform and the SWP and their al¬ 
lies became the ‘SW platform’. The BSA now 
has two platforms without any recognised 
agreement about how we might work together 
or about minority rights. Ged Peck in his re¬ 
cent SWP internal bulletin article described the 
takeover by saying: “the sectarians have been 
defeated”. Others think the “sectarians” have 
taken over. Either way, the answer of the local 
SWP has been to revert to some of its tradi¬ 
tional ways of operating. Exclusions or expul¬ 
sions are simply a matter of waiting for an 
excuse, whether real or imagined. 

3. BSA divided - underlying 
political issues 

It is worthwhile briefly summarising the issues 
that divide the two platforms. They are repub¬ 
licanism, the party question, sectarianism and 
the democratic method. These are not abstract 
matters. They influence our whole way of 
working and how we should intervene in the 
working class movement. They have affected 
our activity around, for example, the Vauxhall 
dispute, the jubilee, the firefighters’ strike and 
the war against Iraq. 

3.1. Campaigning for a new workers’ 
party 

One fundamental question is, what are the 
aims or purpose of the S A? A member of the 
SW platform, Ged Peck, identifies the differ¬ 
ence between the two platforms as the “united 
front of a special kind” versus the “united front 
party”. He says: “the confusion of the SA with 
a ‘proto-type party’ will merely lead, under 
current conditions, to splits and disintegra¬ 
tion” (autumn SWP internal bulletin, pl3). 

The Democratic and Republican Platform 
argues for a new workers’ party. We promote 
the idea that the S A should become a united 
front party along the lines of the Scottish 
Socialist Party. We do not think such a party 
can simply be declared tomorrow. But we can 
and must adopt the aim of becoming a party. 
The SA must start to campaign for a new 
workers’ party now. 

The firefighters’ dispute has shown clearly 
the weakness that workers face if there is no 
broad-based workers’ party which supports 
them. The difficult situation for the EBU, be¬ 
ing attacked politically by the Labour govern¬ 
ment, shows the FBU needs such a party. 
Militant firefighters are open to the case for a 
new party. Simply calling for democratising 
the political fund, full stop, is not enough and 
does not meet the needs of the class strug¬ 
gle. 

The SWP formula of a “united front of a 
special kind” means SWP members tend to 
see themselves as the party and everybody 
else as their periphery. The periphery is then 
divided into those the SWP wants to recmit 
and those who they accept in the SA on suf¬ 
ferance (‘the sectarians’). This is the essence 
of the problem in Luton. They see the Demo¬ 
cratic and Republican Platform as a hindrance 
in building a conveyor belt of taking S A mem¬ 
bers into the SWP and therefore want to dis¬ 
mantle it by attacking what they see as the 
leaders. 

It should be noted that throughout the 
current firefighters dispute it has been only 
the DR Platform that has been raising the pro¬ 
file of the S A, and collecting financial support 
in the name of the SA. Comrades in the SWP 
(assisted by comrade Arrain) have held only 
SWP stalls. 

There has been only one ‘SA campaign’, 
the ill-fated Challney by-election. Even this 


was beset with problems: there was no selec¬ 
tion meeting (the candidate, Tony Purdue, 
revealed later that he was ‘selected’ by Viv 
Smith in a telephone call!) and apart from the 
SWP platform no other BSA members were 
invited to take part in this campaign. 

Since they took stewardship in April 2002, 
and apart from the by-election in the Challney 
ward there has been no ‘official’ BSA public 
profile whatsoever that has been ‘organised’ 
by the current officers. At best we have 
‘monthly’ meetings. 

3.2. Sectarianism and the united front 

Both sides claim that sectarianism comes from 
their opponents. How can any neutral and 
honest observer weigh up the claims and 
counter-claims? 

The Democratic and Republican platform 
are in favour of the SA working in a united 
front way. This means unity in action and full 
freedom of criticism between our allies. Wher¬ 
ever possible, agreed activity must be coor¬ 
dinated through the BSA. 

(The RDG’s record of seeking to include the 
SWP is clear. The RDG supported an SWP 
member for chair of the BSA. The RDG nomi¬ 
nated Vivienne Smith, SWP organiser, for Stop 
the War coordinator. The RDG proposed a 
constitution, when the SWP were in a minor¬ 
ity, that would have guaranteed their repre¬ 
sentation on the officers’ group. When some 
indies wanted to expel the SWP for disrup¬ 
tive behaviour in 2001, the RDG opposed this). 

The SW platform does not seek to work in 
a united front way. Luton SWP’s Ged Peck 
wrote in the SWP internal bulletin defining the 
RDG as a sectarian group because it openly 
makes political criticism of the SWP. Whether 
criticisms of the SWP are valid or not does 
not come into it. It is criticism as such. The 
evidence for this is also in the SWP submis¬ 
sion to the national inquiry. Such an attitude 
to criticism violates the norms of the united 
front and is fundamentally anti-Marxist and 
anti-working class. 

The SWP’s hostility to open criticism leads 
them to define the RDG as a sect. Or perhaps 
defining the RDG as a sect leads them to be 
hostile and defensive to any criticism. Either 
way, it leads them inexorably towards exclud¬ 
ing, banning or expelling those it believes to 
be members. This takes them away from poli¬ 
tics and towards covert criticism and person¬ 
alised attacks. The atmosphere in Bedford¬ 
shire reflects this sectarian method and leads 
to witch-hunting and smearing individuals. 

When we clear away all the smoke and mir¬ 
rors, the situation in Bedfordshire is the result 
of important political differences about the aim 
and direction of the SA, which are blighted 
by sectarian methods, seeking to prevent 
open criticism and debate by means of bans 
and expulsions. 

4. A witch-hunt against 
DannyandJane 

4.1. Victimisations and witch-hunts 

Trade unionists and political activists are 
sometimes subjected to victimisation and 
witch-hunts. They may be targeted because 
of their views or what they represent. The 
victim is, however, likely to be sacked or ex¬ 
pelled for some other reason which serves as 
an excuse or cover story. Witch-hunting in¬ 
volves demonising and denigrating the tar¬ 
gets and making them the objects of fear and 
moral panic. 

4.2. The prime movers behind the move 
for expulsions 

There are three prime movers behind these 
expulsions - Viv Smith (local SWP full-time 
organiser); Ged Peck, long-standing Luton 
SWP member; and Keith Woods, SWP sec¬ 
retary of the BSA. Ged Peck provides the ideo¬ 
logical rationale. 

Naturally the SWP have sought to play 
down their role in this affair and tried to create 
the impression that the prime movers are in¬ 
dependents. The SA national secretary, Rob 
Hoveman, responding to a query from the Al¬ 
liance for Workers’ Liberty’s Martin Thomas, 
assures him that “the motion [of expulsion] 
... is not primarily moved by SWP members 
but whose movers include two independents 
who are at the end of their tether”. 

The BSA had just four officers, elected on 
the SWP slate. Formally the motion of expul¬ 
sion was submitted by three out of the four 
BSA officers: Keith Woods (SWP), Mushtaq 
Arrain (treasurer) and Christina Beddows 
(chair). One other officer elected on their slate, 


Vince Charles, refused to support the call for 
expulsion and had, prior to the November 
meeting, resigned as an officer. 

Mushtaq Arrain is a friend and former work¬ 
place colleague of Ged Peck. Tina Beddows 
has hardly attended any BSA meetings since 
her election in April 2002, and has not chaired 
any BSA meetings. She was not present at 
the October 5 meeting where the disagree¬ 
ments took place. Yet revealingly she signed 
the expulsion motion, which begins: “Offic¬ 
ers of the BSA having witnessed the appall¬ 
ing ... behaviour at the previous members’ 
meeting.” Her credibility is stretched further 
if we examine her role. 

The chair of a trade union branch, on being 
told about alleged misbehaviour by members, 
would have contacted the accused and asked 
them for their side of the story. The chair is 
meant to represent the whole membership, not 
just one faction. Christina Beddows did not 
do that. She did not discharge her duties as 
chair and by her actions has shown herself 
available to be used by the SWP to front their 
plans. 

Two members (Eryk Karas and Sarah 
Lawlor) wrote to her to complain about her 
bias. As both Eryk Karas and Sarah Lawlor 
were unable to attend the meeting, they re¬ 
quested that the letters be circulated at the 
meeting. This request was not acted upon. A 
second request was made that the letters be 
circulated with the minutes and agenda for the 
next meeting. Again this was not actioned. 
This failure to act upon members’ requests is 
evidence of bias. 

4.3. Ged Peck’s article in the SWP 
internal bulletin 

In the autumn 2002 pre-conference SWP in¬ 
ternal bulletin, Luton SWP’s Ged Peck wrote 
an article called ‘The united front, sectarian¬ 
ism and London smog’. This was for the in¬ 
ternal consumption of SWP members. It 
provides much useful information as to the 
real game the SWP is playing. 

He explains how the local SWP sees the 
situation. The central problem in the BSA is 
the RDG, which is, according to Ged, a very 
sectarian organisation. He makes this point 
on a number of occasions. The purpose of this 
ignorant nonsense is to create an image of the 
RDG as the ‘Spartacists’ of the SA. 

Second, he implies that it is virtually impos¬ 
sible for the SWP to work with such a sectar¬ 
ian group. The SWP has had to put up with 
the RDG. But “if it were just a case of an iso¬ 
lated S A having to suffer them, then it would 
simply be up to the SA collectively, to do 
something about it”. 

Third, the SWP has been very restrained in 
dealing with the RDG, because the SWP has 
wanted to maintain good relations with the 
wider (non-SWP) membership of the S A. The 
SWP have had to compromise, but “it is a 
salutary lessons that in some circumstances 
this does not and cannot work”. We deduce 
from this that the SWP is going to take a harder 
line against the RDG. 

The article is absolutely clear that the real 
target of the SWP in the Bedfordshire SA is 
the RDG. Comrades Danny Thompson and 
Jane Clarke are not referred to once. This is 
not because individual comrades are not men¬ 
tioned. Ged reveals, for example, the SWP’s 
intention to exclude Eryk Karas. But allega¬ 
tions of violence, verbal abuse, intimidation, 
etc are not mentioned. This in itself is quite 
revealing. 

In the SWP-sponsored ‘Statement to the 
appeals committee’ the central problem is 
clearly identified, not as the RDG, but as “per¬ 
sonal intimidation, attacks and threats of vio¬ 
lence” which are “too numerous to list”. 
Apparently these were so numerous and se¬ 
rious that they did not warrant a single men¬ 
tion in Ged Peck’s article in the SWP internal 
bulletin! 

4.4. The witch-hunt against Evyk Karas 

Eryk Karas was an SWP member. In January 
2001 he was expelled by two SWP full-timers, 
one of whom was Vivienne Smith, on a visit 
to his home. The full text of the expulsion 
meeting is submitted (appendix 2). Normally 
an expelled comrade would be cast into the 
political wilderness. But the growth of the SA 
meant that Eryk continued his involvement 
in the BSA. This was an embarrassment for 
the SWP, who were determined to oust him. 

The first attempt to remove Eryk from the 
BSA was when SWP member Steve Coghlan, 
seconded by Tony Purdue (also SWP), tried 
to secure a vote of no confidence in him as 
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chair. This failed to win support. We consid¬ 
ered this an act of harassment, because there 
was no criticism of Eryk in his role as chair. 

The second attempt to witch-hunt Eryk oc¬ 
curred when Lesley Fitzsimmons (SWP), who 
shares a house with Viv Smith (SWP), made a 
formal complaint against Eryk that he had ‘in¬ 
timidated and harassed’ her. Eryk denied this. 
The BSA officers were very dubious about 
this, because they considered it part of an¬ 
other SWP move against Eryk. They decided 
to set up an independent inquiry to gather all 
the evidence. Three independent members 
agreed to investigate. However, when the in¬ 
dependent investigators asked Lesley 
Fitzsimmons to meet and explain her side of 
the story, she refused. The complaint was 
withdrawn. But it had placed Eryk under more 
stress. He was unanimously found not guilty 
of ‘intimidating’ Lesley. 

The third attempt to get Eryk can be found 
in the SWP submission to the first national 
inquiry in April 2001. The SWP put a series of 
demands. Their fifth was: “That Eryk Karas 
should not continue to be the election agent 
because of his association with sectarian 
factionalism within the Beds SA and because 
he has used his position to constantly raise 
attacks on the SWP with SA members.” 

Beds SA officers replied saying: “This is 
not acceptable. EK has been democratically 
elected to the position of election agent. Why 
do the SWP comrades not learn the lessons 
from the past? You [SWP] (disgracefully) have 
already attempted to remove EK from his po¬ 
sition of the Beds SA chairperson (unani¬ 
mously elected) - and failed - with all non-SWP 
members (and some of your own members!) 
voting against you.” 

The BSA officers argued that: “This is slan¬ 
der to say that EK is associated with ‘sectar¬ 
ian factionalism’. Indeed we would go further 
and suggest that the SWP is witch-hunting 
EK because of its own pursuit of ‘sectarian 
factionalism’. This is why the SWP constantly 
seeks to remove EK (and others) from any of¬ 
ficer position.” 

But it was not going to stop there. After a 
while another issue arose. As well as being 
an active and committed socialist and trade 
unionist, Eryk is the only openly gay comrade 
within the BSA. Eryk’s personal life came 
under attack. 

Eryk had constructed a personal website. 
Some members of the SWP began a vile whis¬ 
pering hate campaign. This included both 
members and supporters of the BSA being 
approached by SWP members by phone and 
in person with such accusations ‘pervert’, ‘mi¬ 
sogynist’, ‘paedophile’ and led to an attack 
from Louise Kemp, an SWP member, on Janu¬ 
ary 27 2002, who screamed: “You’re fucking 
disgusting” (See appendix). 

The SWP’s Ged Peck confirms this smear 
campaign when he refers to this issue in the 
SWP’s 2002 pre-conference bulletin. He says: 
“indeed, this is still something that can only 
be referred to circumspectly. We [the SWP] 
were extremely concerned about the nature 
of a website put up by a leading member of 
the RDG-dominated ‘officers’ group’. This 
could have been used to the detriment of the 
SA by any of the bourgeois press. Far from 
sweeping it under the carpet, as Dave Craig 
of the RDG appeared to want to do, we wanted 
this member excluded.” 

BSA officers and all of the BSA independ¬ 
ent comrades were not interested in Eryk’s 
website or indeed any personal website. The 
BSA officers inquired if the contents of the 
website included any material of an illegal 
nature - it did not. Had it been openly sug¬ 
gested otherwise, we would have launched a 
formal investigation. But the SWP’s smear 
campaign tells us all we need to know about 
their approach when Ged says, “we wanted 
this member excluded”. 

We have no hesitation in claiming that the 
series of attacks on Eryk Karas were a nasty 
piece of SWP witch-hunting, whose prime 
motivation was to “exclude” comrade Eryk by 
any means necessary. Many comrades were 
deeply concerned that the allegations were 
homophobic in nature. It was part of the local 
SWP’s methods and game plan. Their tactics 
generated considerable anger and affected 
future relations within the BSA. The allega¬ 
tion that Jane Clarke, the former treasurer, was 
“untrustworthy” has to be seen, not in isola¬ 
tion, but as a continuation of the same meth¬ 
ods. 

4.5. “Get the bastards bang to rights” 
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At the end of the first national inquiry in April 
2001 we received a copy of an email sent by 
Ged Peck to Rob Hoveman, which Rob mis¬ 
takenly passed on to the national executive. 
Once again it indicates the real source of sec¬ 
tarianism that has bedevilled the BSA. Dated 
Tuesday April 17 2001, it says: 

“Rob - for your records, I have enclosed 
the final draft (in Word) as sent to the SA 
national officers last night. It’s pretty much the 
same as you sent. Thanks for your assistance. 
Let’s hope we get the bastards bang to rights. 
However, I bet you that they won’t accept the 
recommendations. They’ll say, ‘We can’t 
override local democracy’, etc, etc. It’s like 
dealing with zombies. Will the national offic¬ 
ers therefore ‘bottle it’? - Ged.” 

5. Answering their 
document 

(The following two sections, 5 and 6, submit¬ 
ted in full to the appeals committee, provided 
a detailed answer to all the false allegations 
made in the ‘Statement to the appeals com¬ 
mittee’ by the Beds SA officers and are the 
subject of the continuing investigation and 
are therefore not included here. We include 
here the introduction to section 5 only.) 

5.1 Introduction 

We have examined the document ‘Statement 
to the appeals committee’ (from the SWP et 
al) and will show it is full of contradictions, 
exaggerations, factual errors or plain lies. It is 
very emotive, with the frequent use of words 
which imply violence. But because there was 
no physical violence whatsoever, the authors 
seemed to have tried to talk it up. 

We are told about “intimidating and aggres¬ 
sive behaviour”, “personal intimidation”, “at¬ 
tacks and threats of violence”, “personal 
confrontation”, “violently screamed”, the 
“level of abuse”, and “screamed abuse”. (It 
should be noted that only Jane is accused of 
“screaming”. No male comrades were ac¬ 
cused of this.) Then there was “violence in 
meetings”, “house may come under attack”, 
“abuse on the doorstep”, “threatened and 
intimidated”, “personally abusive and physi¬ 
cally threatening behaviour”, “yelling abuse”, 
“level of hostility and aggression”, “worst 
behaviour”, “personal attacks, some of them 
physical”, “physically aggressive behaviour”, 
“repeatedly screamed abuse”, “high level of 
aggression and physical displays of anger” 
and “screaming” (Jane again!), “continuously 
attacking”, etc. 

This language is demagogy or exaggera¬ 
tion. It seeks to create a frightening image of 
fear and violence. What about the ‘fear’ that 
someone’s “house may come under attack”? 
What about the ludicrous allegation, by 
Mustaq Arrain, but not in this document, that 
Jane “threatened to kill Vivienne Smith”. The 
SWP comrades will be more frightened read¬ 
ing their own document than anything that 
actually happened on the ground. Such ex¬ 
aggerated and lurid language is the tool of the 
witch-hunt. 

Take the phrase “personal attacks, some of 
them physical”. This clearly implies physical 
violence or assault. Yet there has been no 
assault or physical violence. This is a fantasy 
world in which an argument between com¬ 
rades is called “an attack” or even a “physi¬ 
cal attack”. A heated argument between two 
comrades becomes “extremely aggressive 
and intimidating behaviour” by one side 
alone. 

Despite the claim that there are “countless 
other examples” which are “too numerous to 
list”, the actual concrete allegations boil down 
to three incidents. 

5.2. The motion for expulsion 
In January 2002 there were 50 voting members 
present at the BSA steering committee meet¬ 
ing. In October 2002 this motion for expulsion 
was passed by 10 votes to two, plus one ab¬ 
stention. Vince Charles, the membership sec¬ 
retary elected on the SWP slate, abstained. 
Of the 10 supporters of the SW motion eight 
were SWP members, including somebody, 
Rob Allen, never seen or known before (min¬ 
utes, November 5 2002), and their two close 
allies, Mustaq Arrain and Christina Beddows. 

So this motion has the ‘support’ of just 10 
BSA members - eight of whom are members 
of the SWP - and includes the proposer, Tina 
Beddows, who, despite not being at the meet¬ 
ing where the alleged events took place, and 
not asking either Jane or Danny for their side 
of events, still felt able to vote for expulsion! 


Now in possession of the official minutes 
of the November 5 2002 meeting, as noted by 
Keith Woods, we see some revealing evi¬ 
dence. The only “movers” of the motion were 
Keith Woods (SWP), Ged Peck (SWP) and 
Viv Smith (SWP). So no “independents who 
are at the end of their tether”! 

Also, of much more significance - not only 
because of the serious allegations made in 
their ‘Statement to the appeals committee’ 
against Jane’s ‘financial probity’ (“possible 
fraudulent operation”, “This is a serious state 
of affairs”, “could constitute theft”, etc), but 
also as another example of them trying to use 
language to ‘frighten’ members of the appeals 
committee (point 3: finances) - we have Keith 
Woods’s own minutes declaring: “KW moved 
the motion, saying that finance is not the 
major issue” (our emphasis)! 

This motion is the only authority for ask¬ 
ing the appeals committee to sanction expul¬ 
sions. Yet the SWP failed to show that a 
majority of the BSA support expulsion. In 
order to secure the vote, and of grave con¬ 
cern, not all members of the BSA were invited 
by the secretary, Keith Woods (SWP), to at¬ 
tend the meeting. It should also be noted that 
since April 2002 when the new officers took 
over there is no quomm required for members’ 
meetings, so in theory Vivienne Smith, Keith 
Woods and Ged Peck could expel who they 
like. Contrary to the impression that the offic¬ 
ers are representing the views of the BSA 
membership, we submit a petition, which in¬ 
dicates a majority are opposed to the outcome 
of the motion (see section 7). 

7. Testaments in support of 
DannyandJane 

We, undersigned, have known and worked 
with Jane Clarke (FBU) and Danny Thomp¬ 
son (RDG) as trade union activists and social¬ 
ists over a number of years. They are good 
comrades in the best sense of the word, who 
have shown in practice their commitment to, 
and solidarity with, the stmggles of working 
people for economic, social and political eman¬ 
cipation. We are outraged that they should 
be singled out for denigration by a few SWP 
members, who represent nobody but them¬ 
selves. We call upon all Socialist Alliance 
members to oppose the attempt to witch-hunt 
and expel these comrades from the Socialist 
Alliance. 

Signed by: 

Renarta Ahmed BSA independent, Uni¬ 
son; Dick Allen BSA, independent TGWU; 
Doug Collett BSA, former member GMB; 
Mary Collett BSA, former member AEEU/ 
Amicus; Laura Daval BSA independent; 
Pete Edwards BSA independent; Mark 
Ferguson BSA independent, Unison; 
Steve Freeman BSA, RDG, chair SBU Nat- 
fhe; Patrick Gavigan BSA independent; 
Sue Hannah BSA independent; Joe 
Hearne BSA parliamentary candidate, Luton 
South; Rosemary Johnson BSA inde¬ 
pendent; Eryk Karas BSA, TGWU, Unison; 
Sarah Lawlor BSA (former chair) independ¬ 
ent, Unison rep; Ross Marat BSA (former 
officer), Class War; Bekki May BSA inde¬ 
pendent; James May BSA, Class War; 
Kimberly McGuiness BSA independent; 
Harry Nugent BSA independent, Unison; 
Derek Osbourne BSA independent, Beds 
FBU brigade chair; Alan Ridley BSA inde¬ 
pendent, TGWU convenor; Chris Stagg 
BSA independent, TGWU shop steward; 
Marna Stacey BSA independent; Mick 
Syme BSA independent, Beds FBU brigade 
secretary; Graham Tranquada BSA inde¬ 
pendent, Beds FBU regional chair; Steve 
Turner BSA independent, TGWU; Rob 
Conway BSA former member, independent; 
Christos Parry BSA, DR Platform supporter; 
Sarah Fitzpatrick BSA, DR Platform sup¬ 
porter; Drew Fitzpatrick BSA, DR Platform 
supporter; Bev Nimmo Luton Firefighters 
Support Group, NUS; David Nimmo; 
Michelle Nimmo NUS; Ruth Lawlor; 
Mike Roberts; Pepe Garcia TGWU 1/1931 
branch secretary; James Thompson 
TGWU IBC Vehicles joint shop steward com¬ 
mittee chair; Tina Hollerman Pedersen 
NUS; Marcus Cavell self-organised; Steve 
Wyatt self-organised; Lawrence Maxwell 
Luton Unison; Gerry Rainbow Luton PCS 
rep; Mick Flanagan; C Cannadine; G Wil¬ 
son; A Vaughan; J Prirase; John 
Hodgins; Caron Stanton; Dan Tsiricos; 
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Luton Trades Council, GPMU; Les 

Carmichael Beds FBU; Ade Feeben Beds 
FBU; Kev Moores Labour Party, ANL, Beds 
FBU; Martin Kennedy Labour Party, Beds 
FBU; Andy Peckham Beds FBU; Marc 
Scheimann Green Party PPC, Luton South, 
GMB; Paul Woolsteinholmes FBU; 
Simon Webb Class War; Paul Marsh Class 
War; Wendy Ansel I Amicus; Ripha 
Begum Amicus; Rummi Choudrey Ami¬ 
cus; Duncan Jones Amicus; Caroline 
Rhiney Amicus; Graham Earp Prospect; 
Joan Ferguson Unison; Ken Howard Uni¬ 
son (fire service); Shanaz Khan Prospect; 
Chris Lawlor Amicus; James Lawlor 
Unison; Jessica Brigmon SPFL (USA); 
Susan Flynn USA; Gil Moreno USA; Dan 
Gilman CPUSA; Professor Mary Davis 
CPB, Natfhe; Tina Becker Haringey S A; Phil 
Kent Hackney SA, CPGB; Janice Fowler 
Southwark SA, SBU Unison chair (pc); Chris 
Jones Merseyside SA chair; Tom May 
Guildford SA secretary; Dean Talent self- 
organised; Kevin Smith Drogheda SWP 
branch DRABCAP officer; Bernhard Gal¬ 
lagher DRABCAP community activist; 
Gerald Me Evoy Drogheda SIPTU 

Petition against witch¬ 
hunts, bans and expulsions 

We, undersigned, condemn the attempt, pro¬ 
moted by the SWP, to seek the expulsion of 
comrades Danny Thompson and Jane Clarke 
(FBU) from the Socialist Alliance. 

Signed by: 

Toby Abse AUT; Kate Aherns Unison; 
Vincent Brown PCS, secretary Southwark 
Trade Council; Nicola Bent SA; Clive 
Bradley AWL; Janine Booth Hackney SA; 
Peter Burton Edinburgh SA; Geoff Barr 
AUT; Richard Bean ACTS; Mark 
Catterall S Manchester SA, NUS; Nick 
Clarke Scottish Socialist Party; Dave 
Church GMB; Stuart Crossthwaite; 
Steve Cooke Teesside SA; Stan Crooke 
Cambridge SA, AWL; Matthew Caygill 
Natfhe, Leeds SA; Paul Cooper Natfhe; 
Jack Conrad CPGB; James Cunningham 
NUS, SA; Ujitha de Zoysa GMB; Mervyn 
Davies Colchester SA; J Durrant DLP, SA; 
Tom Delargy Paisley SSP; Maria Exall 
CWU executive member; Sara Edwards; 
Ian Foukes Merseyside FBU; Karl 
Forman CWU; Mark Fischer Tottenham 
SA; Tony Greenstein secretary, Brighton 
TUC Unemployed Workers Centre; Marion 
Haldane TGWU; Phil Hamilton CPGB; 
Mick Hall SA; Martyn Hudson Teesside 
SA; Nick Holden Leicester SA; Bill Hunter 
Merseyside SA, ISL; Sacha Ismail GMB; 
Matthew Jones Unison, SSP; Stan 
Keable Brent SA; Nick Long TGWU con¬ 
venor, 1/1183; David Landor MSF, Jewish 
Socialist Society; Terry Liddle ISTC, Green¬ 
wich SA; Nicky Mallon Upstate Theatre 
Project; Ronnie Mejka SSP, Dundee West; 
Duncan Morrison Lewisham SA; 
Donnacha McRaghaill Drogheda SWP, 
DRABCAP; Robin McSporrran SA; 
Sandy McBurney SSP; Maurice Moore 
IBRG, CWU; Pete Money Greater Manches¬ 
ter SA, ISL; Pete McLaren Coventry SA, 
NUT; Tess McMahon SA executive; Mike 
Mcnair Oxford S A; Anne Me Shane Hack¬ 
ney SA; Kath Owen GMB, NUS; John 
Pearson South Manchester SA; Dave 
Parks Exeter SA; Phil Pope SA; Geoff 
Palmer RMT; Bob Paul SA; Harry 
Phelan SIPTU Rep Ireland, DRABCAP sec¬ 
retary; Bruce Robinson South Manches¬ 
ter SA; Celia Ralp Merseyside SA, ISL; 
Heenal Rajani GPMU; Tim Riley Unison; 
Martin Ralph Merseyside SA, ISL; Lee 
Rock CPSU, Waltham Forest SA; Dave 
Stamp TGWU; Dave Spencer Coventry 
SA; Roger Silverman NUT; Marcus 
Strom SA executive; Paul Shawcroft Uni¬ 
son; S Sedgwick S A, Prospect; Martin Tho¬ 
mas SA executive; Mary Ward SSP; Pete 
Weller SA 

8. The failure of the BSA as 
a united front 

The SWP justifies its current fine on the SA 
as a united front. According to the SWP’s own 
criterion the BSA has failed as a united front. 
We are a seriously divided front. The SWP’s 
slate of officers, which was designed to cre¬ 
ate the idea that the SWP had not taken over, 


has failed. They are neither leading anything, 
nor uniting anybody. The only activity they 
organised was the Luton council election in 
the Challney Ward, where the BSA got 18 
votes. The chair does not chair meetings and 
the treasurer has done next to nothing to raise 
funds. The fact that only two officers were 
active (Keith Woods and Vince Charles) indi¬ 
cates the problem. 

In October comrade Vince Charles, who did 
not support the move for expulsion, resigned. 
It has also come to light that Christina 
Beddows had also resigned in November. As 
neither of these ‘resignations’ have been pub¬ 
licised by the secretary, or the other remain¬ 
ing ‘independent’, we are unable to enlighten 
further. As far as the BSA membership are 
aware, there have been no fresh elections. The 
claim that the accusations come from ‘inde¬ 
pendents’ who have come to “the end of their 
tether” is becoming less and less tenable. 

It is very disturbing that in the BSA you 
cannot remove an officer from post during the 
year without a two-thirds majority, but you can 
seek the expulsion of whoever you wish to 
dispose of with a simple majority at meetings 
which have no quomm. The BSA is neither a 
party nor a united front because there are no 
means for it to function as a united front. 

9. There is an alternative 

9.1. Expulsions 

Expelling two comrades will not resolve the 
issues we have outlined here. On the contrary 
such expulsions will only serve to divide the 
BSA more severely. Members of the BSA DR 
Platform will not accept these expulsions as 
legitimate and will continue to work with our 
comrades Danny and Jane. We will start to 
campaign for their reinstatement and against 
the witch-hunt and seek support of the wider 
trade union and progressive movements. The 
likely result of this is that the SWP will need 
to seek further expulsions. Expulsions are a 
road that leads nowhere useful and resolves 
nothing. 

9.2. Negotiations 

There is only one way in which the BSA can 
move forward and that is through a negoti¬ 
ated settlement of all outstanding matters. The 
precondition for this is that all threats of ex¬ 
pulsion must be lifted either by: 

(i) the SWP withdrawing its demand for ex¬ 
pulsions; or 

(ii) the appeals committee rejecting the expul¬ 
sions 

Negotiations imply an attempt by both 
sides to reach a settlement or agreement on 
how we might work together. Such negotia¬ 
tions could involve representatives of the 
SWP, the BSA DR Platform and a member of 
the national executive acceptable to both 
sides. 

Negotiations do not guarantee agreement, 
but they are the only method by which agree¬ 
ment might be secured. The BSA DR Platform 
have always been prepared to negotiate with 
the SWP and to resolve issues in a fraternal 
manner. The SWP has not been prepared to 
reach an agreement with us. 

We request that the appeals committee make 
a formal request to both sides to agree to seek 
a negotiated settlement. This will show clearly 
what aims the different parties have, and who 
is pursuing a sectarian agenda. In December 
2001 there was a split in the SA when the So¬ 
cialist Party left. Whilst we do not wish to 
apportion blame for this, we note that a nego¬ 
tiated settlement was neither sought nor 
achieved. We should learn from that situation. 

Finally we would also like to state that there 
are a number of independent BSA members 
who will give evidence and corroborate these 
events if required. 

10. Conclusion 

We began quoting Marx that history repeats 
itself, etc. This case proves he had a point. 
This is the third national intervention in the 
BSA. It highlights the historic problems of the 
left. In the past the SWP had an easy answer 
to political differences - “expel the bastards”. 
Luton SWP has had its fair share of unjust, 
and unjustifiable, expulsions. What goes 
around comes around. Some of these com¬ 
rades joined the Socialist Alliance and old 
comrades were thus reunited. It was not what 
the SWP anticipated or hoped for. Now we 
see it is not something they can handle. Pre¬ 
dicting the SWP will revert to its traditional 
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ways of dealing with any opposition is not 
rocket science. It comes naturally. When the 
SWP deals with ex-members, history is repeat¬ 
ing itself. First time it was a tragedy. Now it is 
a farce. 

Supplementary information 

The following letter of support was submit¬ 
ted to the appeals committee by Ross Millar, 
former Luton SWP member and ex-secretary 
of the BSA 

Dear comrades 

I am quite aware that that this email is unsolic¬ 
ited; I was neither asked by comrades Clarke 
nor Thompson, nor by anyone else, to write, 
but, having read the statement, there is no way 
I could restrain myself for any longer. 

I had first met comrades Clarke and Thomp¬ 
son 11 years ago, when we were then all mem¬ 
bers of the SWP; the comrades were 
long-standing members, and I myself was a 
raw recmit of 16. The intervening years have 
revealed to me that the comrades are impas¬ 
sioned, one might say on occasion strident, 
but never have I witnessed anything that 
anyone might construe as threatening or in¬ 
timidating. 

The Beds SA is often painted as having 
been an alsatia of sectarianism from day one: 
this is not true. The early stages of the Beds 
S A was one of hope, of warming and cordial 
relations between the comrades in question 
and the SWP branch, of which, in the very 
embryonic stages of the Beds SA’s develop¬ 
ment, I was branch secretary. I state this, and 
I doubt many could contradict me with a 
straight face, because it is my firm belief that 
with honesty discussing our political differ¬ 
ences, we can return again to that state of af¬ 
fairs. 

But not with the nonsense on display here. 
Danny and Jane are painted not only as ‘hat¬ 
ers of the SWP’, but as unpleasant individu¬ 
als, period. How then could they command 
such steadfast loyalty amongst the vast ma¬ 
jority of those to whom the Beds SA is their 
only political home? These independent com¬ 
rades were not individuals with an axe to grind 
with the SWP: they leafleted with them, sat 
with them, drank with them. 

It is a case of a relationship which was once 
fruitful turned sour - soured by the actions of 
a few, who for whatever reason wish to see 
the back of comrades Clarke and Thompson. 
For what end I do not know. Certainly not with 
the growth of the Beds SA in mind. The Beds 
SA has shrivelled and its growth stunted. The 
life has been sucked from these open wounds. 
The expulsion of these comrades will cause 
nothing but these wounds to fester and turn 
cancerous. 

I for one fear for more than just Danny and 
Jane. I fear for myself. Will an out-of-tum com¬ 
ment I may once have made in the heat of the 
moment spell my expulsion also? Who will be 
around to defend me should this be the case? 

I fear for the Beds S A, for perhaps this could 
be the last straw for the independents, or I 
should correctly say those remaining brave 
and hardened comrades who have handled 
the pressure with aplomb thus far, but have 
seen so many comrades up and leave. 

We have already lost comrade Karas, a man 
whose energy and commitment made him the 
lifeblood of the project; we have lost comrade 
Heame, who in the FBU dispute would have 
been invaluable. Let’s also not forget comrade 
Dennis, a veteran of the old CP and a valu¬ 
able source of experience. There have been 
many others, for whom the thankless task of 
trying build our now much maligned organi¬ 
sation, our reputation in tatters and our names 
a laughing stock, was too much to bear. 

Above all I fear for the truth. 

The SWP comrades speak of intimidation; 
they may, as they are well versed in it. Com¬ 
rades Smith and Woods entered my home and 
refused to leave until I visited a website fea¬ 
turing comrade Karas on the grounds that it 
contained paedophilia. I can state quite clearly, 
having seen the site in front of these comrades 
(subsequently telling them to please leave my 
home), that it contains no such thing. 

If it had, then why simply tell a few SA 
members about it? Why not inform the po¬ 
lice? Surely if the comrades knew that there 
was a paedophile in our midst, their first duty 
would be to protect children and, at the very 
least, get the website shut down. 

But no. No official complaint was ever made 


against comrade Karas - not in the SA, or in 
the form of an official police investigation. I 
state categorically that if I knew of a paedo¬ 
phile I would inform the relevant authorities 
and I believe anyone would. And yet the 
whole incident vanished into thin air. This 
makes comrades Woods and Smith either ir¬ 
responsible and Smith doubly so, as she lives 
in a house in which a child is present, or sim¬ 
ply liars. 

As I have seen the website in question 
myself, and saw no evidence of morally or 
legally questionable material, I can only con¬ 
clude that Woods and Smith are immature and 
given to hyperbolic exaggeration at best and 
capricious liars at worst. Either way, they have 
damaged their own credibility immeasurably, 
and have yet to either substantiate their origi¬ 
nal claim or apologise for it. That suggests ca¬ 
priciousness to me. 

Despite this, I hope all reading this will note 
that comrade Karas has been, dare I say, big 
enough, and strong enough, to take it on the 
chin and not make any complaint against the 
originators of these foul mmours. The com¬ 
rade has made politics, and not personal is¬ 
sues, the key to this incident and the whole 
stuff of his political life, which makes him a 
better comrade than most and a man I am 
proud to know. 

I move on then to the supposed threats of 
violence. The only physical contact I have 
seen between comrade Coghlan and comrade 
Thompson was at a brief pre-leafleting meet¬ 
ing, a week before polling day, at which, com¬ 
rade Thompson hugged comrade Coghlan. 
This good-humoured incident set the tone for 
the rest of the evening and following weeks 
and no incident of any note occurred until the 
AGM. 

The idea that (good comrades though they 
may be) comrades West and Lawler could 
restrain Thompson from hitting Coghlan is - 
and no offence intended to those comrades - 
laughable. Comrade West in particular is barely 
five feet tall and weighs about seven stone at 
best. In fact, knowing West as well as I do as 
particularly shy (and rather unconfident, to 
put it politely, not wishing to belittle the com¬ 
rade as he is a pleasant individual), the idea 
that he would even attempt to intervene in a 
dispute is quite unlikely. 

In any event, if Thompson was the enraged 
individual he is purported to be, then one 
would assume that he would simply force, by 
any means at hand, his way to comrade 
Coghlan, and that comrades Lawler and West 
would also feel the bmnt of his wrath. 

If that were the case it is unlikely that com¬ 
rade Lawler would be so quick to defend com¬ 


rade Thompson; in turn it is reasonable to sur¬ 
mise that comrade West would resign from the 
SA, lest he once more again find his way in 
the path of ‘mad Danny’. I say this, as I know 
the comrade intimately enough to reason that 
being assertive enough to make a complaint 
himself would be beyond comrade West. 

This of course I state without even consid¬ 
ering comrade Coghlan himself, who in the face 
of such provocation would surely recourse 
to take such measures to protect himself, at 
the very least not attend meetings or stalls 
where he knew Thompson to be present or at 
the most press charges against Thompson. 
Between these two courses of actions of 
course lies the path of Coghlan himself - mak¬ 
ing an official SA complaint against Thomp¬ 
son at the time, at a local and/or national level. 

If he did so, he did so very surreptitiously, 
and again, knowing Coghlan as I do, that 
would be most out of character. If the event 
really had occurred, there would be no doubt 
in my mind that Coghlan would not rest, from 
the very moment the ‘attack’ (or threat of one) 
occurred until the day came that he received 
some form of justice. 

In any case, Coghlan, who as a lecturer in 
law must be well aware of his legal rights, does 
not strike me as a man foolish enough to tempt 
fate at the hands of our alleged violent man, 
Thompson, twice. 

But none of the logical outcomes of 
Thompson’s alleged behaviour have oc¬ 
curred. Coghlan himself in fact has not made 
any official complaint, as far as I am aware. 
How could this be? This was a man who 
faced a ‘battering’ from a man nigh on a foot 
taller than himself, and he would have no rea¬ 
son to believe that such an event would not 
be repeated. Could it be that this whole inci¬ 
dent is in fact a figment of a fevered imagina¬ 
tion? I cannot believe that the incident stands 
up to any scrutiny. 

In fact the only case of physical threat that 
I knew of happened against me by Coghlan’s 
brother, Andy Coghlan. The incident oc¬ 
curred at the meeting in which comrade 
McMahan (my apologies for the misspelling) 
was present, and which the now former offic¬ 
ers (I at this time was the newly elected secre¬ 
tary, replacing Thompson in this capacity at 
the AGM the preceding month) were accused 
of ‘walking out’. (That matter is well docu¬ 
mented and I will not pick over the bones here.) 

Steve’s brother, Andy Coghlan, was ex¬ 
tremely drunk, had revealed to the meeting 
himself that he had been primed to vote (his 
exact words were: “Look, can we get to the 
vote? I came here to vote”) and made not very 
veiled threats to myself during a short recess. 
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Where we stand - the BSA Democratic and Republican Platform 


• For the unity of the working class 

We stand for the unity of the working class in England, Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales. This aim is 
inseparable from the struggle for democracy. The demand for a federal republic of England, Scotland and Wales 
and an independent united Ireland is central to the struggle for democracy and working class unity. People 
before profit must be amended to include this demand and make it central to our political work. 

• For the unity of the left 

The S A must become a broad and inclusive movement of the left throughout the UK. We must build unity with 
all the existing socialist parties, including the Socialist Party, Socialist Labour Party, Communist Party of Britain, 
SWP, Scottish Socialist Party and the Welsh Socialist Alliance. We must begin a dialogue with socialist organi¬ 
sations in Northern Ireland. 

We recognise that the exit of the SP was a setback. We call on the S A to adopt a unity policy aimed at reuniting 
the S A and the SP. We are for a united front between the S A and the SP where ever possible, including coop¬ 
eration in the allocation of constituencies and wards during elections. 

• For the independence and unity of the SA 

We seek to defend and promote the independence and unity of the alliance. We are opposed to the narrowing 
down of the SA so that it becomes a periphery or support organisation for any one party. To strengthen the 
independence of the SA, we must: 

(i) adopt the aim of becoming an independent working class party; 

(ii) launch a weekly Socialist Alliance paper. 

To build the unity of the SA we need a democratic, federal constitution to ensure openness of ideas and the 
inclusion of all political trends. 

• For local constitutions 

All serious working class organisations have a democratically agreed set of mles which set out the rights and 
responsibilities of the members and how the leadership is elected, accountable and subject to recall. Such con¬ 
stitutions must be democratically accountable: that is, transparent and open to amendment. Such rules may 
vary according to local circumstances provided they do not remove rights guaranteed by the national consti¬ 
tution. Members of local alliances have the right to a written statement of the mles and the right to amend such 
mles. 

• For a new working class parly 

The SA is not a party. It is an organisation of socialist and communist individuals, groups and parties. The SA 
must campaign openly for a new workers’ party to replace Labour within the working class movement. We need 
a republican socialist party organised across the UK that can unite both the socialist Labour and revolutionary 
communist traditions, along the lines of the Scottish Socialist Party. 

Januavy 14 2002 


Seeing clearly that the man was more of a 
danger to himself than anyone else and con¬ 
sidering that Andy and I were otherwise close 
acquaintances, with his behaviour clearly a 
singular aberration that he himself would duly 
apologise for, I let the matter go no further. But 
the responsibility lies with those who had 
brought him to the meeting in a state where 
clearly the comrade was not able to make ra¬ 
tional judgement, and those people were Steve 
Coghlan and Viv Smith. 

As to Jane’s supposed comments, I touch 
upon them lastly not as an afterthought or to 
devalue the comrade, but because the sup¬ 
posed statement she is alleged to have made 
is not worth dignifying (this particular fiction 
makes the fiction against Thompson seem 
credible by comparison). 

‘I know where you live’ is something 
straight out of a poor, second-rate British 
gangster flick and contradicts everything I 
know of this serious and honest comrade. I 
don’t believe anyone would say such a down¬ 
right silly thing, least of all a serious Marxist - 
and Jane is just that. 

But let me entertain the idea that she did 
say such a thing. The phrase is ambiguous 
at best. I know where you live ... and? Then 
maybe you shall visit me for tea and cakes, 
or bombard me with leaflets or picket my 
house ... or what? It’s meaningless!! Mean¬ 
ingless, unless of course the person saying 
it had made prior statements regarding mali¬ 
cious intent, in which case we return to the 
obvious: why not tell someone about it, to 
protect oneself from harm? Why not produce 
proof of intent? 

Comrade Arrain is alleged to have stated 
that Jane had intended to kill comrade Smith. 
Let us be clear: that intent would warrant se¬ 
rious investigation, if comrade Smith believed 
that harm would befall her at Clarke’s hands. 
To kill someone is slightly more serious than 
intent to write a nasty polemic in the Weekly 
Worker , and warrants something a little 
stronger than a mere motion to expel. 

I conclude on this matter with two words: 
it’s bullshit. 

Before my conclusion, I will point out that 
this whole affair has been utterly incompe¬ 
tently and inconsistently handled. I say ‘in¬ 
competent’ thusly: why no prior official 
warning at the time these so-called incidents 
occurred? If relations between the SW and 
the accused were this fractious, why wait so 
long to nip it in the bud? 

Why no minuted complaint prior to the 
motion? Why no substantive proof given to 
Beds SA comrades of the charges against the 
accused comrades prior to the passing of the 
motion? Why have many comrades, includ¬ 
ing myself, yet to see the minutes of the meet¬ 
ing in which these incidents were said to have 
occurred? 

I say ‘inconsistent’ because comrade 
James May did receive an official warning 
over a complaint made about his behaviour. 
Comrade May was never given any chance 
to appeal or state his case, and I have to say 
the complaint was rather OTT, but at least he 
was dealt with some fairness in comparison, 
and I believe no one has had to complain 
about his behaviour since. 

Looked at in such a manner, in as logical a 
fashion as I can muster, I for one can only 
conclude that the charges against Clarke and 
Thompson do not stand up to any scrutiny, 
have little basis in fact and if this were a court 
of law would never stand. If we have any pre¬ 
tensions to, at the very least, meet with that 
standard (a legal court), which itself leaves 
much to be desired, then the charges against 
Clarke and Thompson must be refuted once 
and for all, and that all parties should meet, 
get beyond this bluff and bluster and discuss 
just how the hell we are going to extricate 
ourselves from this sad, sorry affair. 

If this proves not to be the case, then I will 
have no choice but to assume that kangaroo 
courts will be the order of the day in the SA 
and will not renew my membership. 

I conclude by saying that no one has 
prompted, suggested or requested me to write 
or has had any prior knowledge that I would 
do so, that all statements contained within this 
email are my own, that I have written on no 
one’s behalf and that I have stated the facts 
as I see them to the best of my ability, truth¬ 
fully and without intentional deceit. 

Yours in comradeship 

Ross Stuart Miller (Marat), former Beds 

SA secretary, DR Platform. 
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moved on to a higher, non-national phase 
of “empire” is quite obviously entirely 
misplaced. 

Under these circumstances it is not in¬ 
conceivable that the Iraqi population - in¬ 
cluding the 700,000-strong regular army 
- might actually put up stiff resistance. 
Gulf War II is not going to be fought on 
desert wastes - perfect terrain for US ar¬ 
mour and bomber and strike aircraft. 
Unlike the pigeon shoot of 1991, this in¬ 
vasion is designed to achieve regime 
change and therefore must head straight 
for Baghdad. That could mean house by 
house fighting and enormous losses on 
both sides. In military terms cities are like 
forests - a death trap. Bombing and shell¬ 
ing Baghdad’s buildings will do nothing 
to reduce their value as fortifications, de¬ 
fensive obstacles and cover. Mines, 
booby traps, sniper positions, the Repub¬ 
lican Guard and the newly mobilised ci¬ 
vilian militia could cause the US and 
British forces no end of trouble. 

Another possibility is that instead of 
the US getting its wished for generals’ 
coup - which just removes Saddam Hus¬ 
sein and his immediate circle - the Iraqi 
masses will find their opportunity to 
sweep away the whole Ba’athist regime 
and its oppressive apparatus. Such a 
scenario is one we communists earnestly 
look towards. First deal with the Ba’ath¬ 
ist government, then, with the active 
sympathy of the whole world behind 
them, the imperialist invaders, if they dare 
come. 

The claim by Bush and Blair that the 
anti-war movement is pro-Saddam Hus¬ 
sein or cares nothing for the suffering of 
the Iraqi population is totally unfounded 
and hypocritical to boot. Serving his new 
masters, David Aaronovitch - once a 
Marxism Today Eurocommunist and 


now a liberal imperialist columnist on The 
Guardian - did his bit by rounding on 
the February 15 demonstrators for in ef¬ 
fect being dupes of Saddam Hussein 
(The Guardian February 18). 

True, there are elements, such as the 
Socialist Workers Party, who mistakenly 
believe they are bound to defend the 
Ba’ath regime as the lesser evil against 
the bigger evil of imperialism. However, 
apart from a few tiny prostituted groups 
- eg, the ultra-Stalinite New Communist 


Party and the Trotskyite News Line group 
- the great mass of those taking part in 
the February 15 protest would dearly 
love to see the Iraqi people deal with the 
hated dictator - who was for many years 
backed politically and logistically and 
supplied with weapons of mass destruc¬ 
tion by the US. 

The US and Britain supported Iraq’s 
long war against Iran in the 1980s - an 
estimated one million died. And of 
course, when in 1991, after Saddam Hus¬ 


sein’s Kuwaiti disaster, the Iraqi masses 
rose in the south of the country, the US 
lifted not a finger to help them. Saddam 
Hussein was allowed to deploy helicop¬ 
ter gunships and the Republican Guard 
in order to reassert control and exact 
vengeance. 

If the US gains a swift victory over 
Iraq, it will only be a prelude to a series of 
other such “pre-emptive” conflicts. Iran, 
North Korea, Syria and Cuba have all 
been named as part of Bush’s ‘axis of evil’ 


and therefore targets. In other words the 
so-called ‘war on terrorism’ is a war with¬ 
out end. By the same measure the anti¬ 
war movement needs not only huge 
numbers, but crucially the cutting edge 
which can be supplied only by a revolu¬ 
tionary party. 

February 15 showed all to clearly what 
we all know - that the left is a minuscule 
drop in the ocean in social terms. With 
something approaching two million tak¬ 
ing to the streets, our forces were shown 
to be negligible and completely inad¬ 
equate. Certainly with our forces divided 
by petty nationalism and confessional 
sects, the left cannot of yet present itself 
to the mass movement as anything like a 
viable leadership, let alone a gravitational 
centre of attraction. The SWP doubtless 
made recmits - but its awful bureaucratic 
internal regime will surely mean that what 
has been gained through hard effort is 
easily lost. What is required is principled 
unity. Unity which embodies both the 
highest levels of discipline and the full 
freedom of open criticism. 

Clearly the Socialist Alliance’s forth¬ 
coming conference in March provides a 
splendid opportunity to get our act to¬ 
gether. We communists propose that a 
campaigning timetable be agreed - in¬ 
volving serious discussions with the 
trade union left wing, left Labourites, the 
Scottish Socialist Party, etc - with a view 
to establishing a single party. To deserve 
the name a party must, of course, dig 
deep and enduring roots in the working 
class. Without building such a party 
though - brought about in the first place 
by launching a common weekly or daily 
paper - popular anger against the war 
drive will inevitably be dissipated and di¬ 
verted into various dead ends • 

Jack Conrad 



Stop the War popular front? 


O n February 16, 24 hours or so af¬ 
ter the historic anti-war demon¬ 
stration in London, the CPGB 
held a public meeting on the subject of 
‘The war and the revolutionary party’. 

Jack Conrad spoke about the demon¬ 
stration and its significance, noting its 
historic importance, in that such a mas¬ 
sive mobilisation of the British popula¬ 
tion, with a clearly leftwing thrust, 
signifies that we have at last emerged 
from the period of reaction following the 
collapse of the Soviet bloc into a new 
period where political advances are pos¬ 
sible. The fundamental policy of the Brit¬ 
ish ruling class since at least Suez - 
Atlanticism, or a junior partnership with 
the United States - has now mn into an 
unprecedented mass opposition. 

The comrade addressed at some 
length the blunder made by the organ¬ 
isers in allowing a platform for the leader 
of the Liberal Democrats, Charles Ken¬ 
nedy, who has done nothing to build 
the movement, but who also has the po¬ 
tential to split and betray it with his 
pledge to support war if and when Blair 
and Bush get UN endorsement. He also 
noted the democratic character of the 
mass movement, which poses the ques¬ 
tion of the need for a society where the 
population has the means to recall a 
government that is attempting to defy 
the popular will, as Blair is evidently 
planning to do by evoking the royal pre¬ 
rogative to drag Britain into a war over 
the opposition of the mass of the popu¬ 
lation. 

The discussion period was dominated 
by political debate with Alan Davis from 
the International Bolshevik Tendency, as 
well as Dave Craig from the Revolution¬ 
ary Democratic Group, who argued in fa¬ 
vour of his organisation’s demand for a 
‘provisional republican government’ in 
the current crisis. Comrade Davis, as was 
rather predictable, made a range of criti¬ 
cisms of our comrades’ anti-war activity 
- from our willingness to build the Stop 


the War Coalition, which he dubbed as 
“popular-frontist” because of the pres¬ 
ence in it of various left-reformist elements 
who have illusions in the United Nations, 
as well of course as Kennedy himself. In¬ 
deed, somewhat bizarrely in the course 
of his contributions in the meeting and 
later discussions, comrade Davis ques¬ 
tioned whether the previous day’s un¬ 
precedented mobilisation could be 
properly called both an anti-war and a 
pro-democracy demonstration. 

He also arraigned our comrades for our 
refusal to raise demands such as ‘Defend 
Iraq’, as do many orthodox Trotskyist 
groupings such as the IBT and Workers 
Power, calling for a ‘military bloc’ with the 
Saddam Hussein regime against US im¬ 
perialism and in effect the subordination 
of the struggles of Iraqi workers to keep¬ 
ing Saddam Hussein in power. 

On the latter point, comrade Davis was 
challenged as to what his position would 
be on any working class uprising against 
the Hussein regime - previously he had 
said during an analogous discussion on 
the Afghan war that if such an uprising 
were to endanger the ability of the reac¬ 
tionary regime concerned to ‘fight impe¬ 
rialism’ , it should be opposed and indeed, 
implicitly such an uprising should be 
crushed. 

The conceptions of comrade Davis are 
characteristic of what is wrong with much 
of the left, and hence have an importance 
rather greater than that of his own small 
and isolationist tendency. In a somewhat 
different form, this kind of debate has 
raged within the anti-war movement with 
the likes of the Socialist Workers Party: a 
similar ‘the enemy of my enemy is my 
friend’ conception leads the SWP to 
refuse to condemn indefensible actions 
such as September 11, or to ‘privately’ 
agree with the likes of comrade Davis that 
the left should ‘defend’ the Saddam re¬ 
gime - positions it, however, considers it 
impolitic to boast about in public. 

Debate about what a popular front is 


and what it is not has raged in the let¬ 
ters column of the Weekly Worker lately: 
the rigid partisans of dubbing any 
united action with non-socialist forces 
who evidence illusions in the UN, or 
have pacifist illusions, as a ‘popular 
front’ are bizarre on the face of it and re¬ 
flect really an inability to deal with de¬ 
velopments in the real world. Popular 
fronts were a strategy of the Stalinised 
Communist International in the 1930s to 
cement an alliance with sections of the 
capitalists, to defend ‘democracy’ in 
capitalist society against fascism. The 
quid pro quo for such a deal was that 
the mle of the capitalist exploiters them¬ 
selves was to be safeguarded against 
any agitation or movement against the 
capitalist system itself by the working 
class. 

Hence, the logic of the popular front 
was that the Stalinist parties ‘safe¬ 
guarded’ particular capitalist states and 
in extreme circumstances - eg, Spain in 
the 1930s - did so by murdering revolu¬ 
tionaries and crushing the working class. 
The outcome of such betrayal was invari¬ 
ably the victory of reaction. For the IBT, 
though, any tactical bloc, even if com¬ 
plete freedom is maintained for revolu¬ 
tionaries to criticise the other forces 
involved, is equivalent to a popular 
front. 

Our criticism of the presence of Ken¬ 
nedy on the speakers’ platform at the Feb¬ 
ruary 15 rally, for instance, is not on 
grounds of principle, but of tactics - in 
order to keep the momentum with the left 
and with consistent opponents of impe¬ 
rialist war, and prevent the likes of Ken¬ 
nedy attempting to lead the movement 
down the UN blind ally. Besides, there 
was no need to put him on the platform, 
as he had not lifted a finger to build the 
demonstration - from his point of view 
he was compelled to attend by the mo¬ 
mentum already attained. 

The SWP, on the other hand, in allow¬ 
ing this to take place, only shows its op¬ 


portunism and lack of strategic thinking, 
putting numbers - creating the biggest 
possible pool from which to recruit - 
above any other consideration, even 
shielding the movement from perni¬ 
cious pro-establishment manoeuvrers 
like Kennedy. However, the accusation 
that the SWP’s opportunism is dictated 
by a programmatic impulse to protect 
capitalist ‘democracy’ against reaction 
and the working class - popular front- 
ism - is ludicrous. This is not analysis, 
but the recitation of biblical texts. 

If by some accident Kennedy had 
found himself in the incongmous posi- 


O n the day after the massive Stop 
the War demonstration in 
London, CPGB members met for an 
aggregate. The demonstration - its 
implications for the development of the 
left and for our own tasks as commu¬ 
nists - was the main subject of 
discussion. Britain is becoming a 
weak link in the drive for war and that 
means the left, especially communists 
and revolutionary socialists, have 
particular responsibilities. 

Comrade Mark Fischer reported 
that the upturn in political activity in 
society, manifested in the huge 
demonstrations, has been reflected in 
an increase in applications to join the 
CPGB. Our difficulty remains 
integrating these contacts into a 
national structure. He was confident 
that they will be able to become 
politically active through Stop the 
War groups. Weekly Worker readers 
and supporters groups will also be 
crucial in the forthcoming period. 


tion of leading a mass movement 
against the war, revolutionaries would 
have no compunction about making 
tactical blocs with him to ensure that we 
get a hearing among his mass base. 
That indeed, is the best tradition of com¬ 
munism, as evidenced, among other his¬ 
toric examples, by the Bolsheviks’ 
blocking with the priest Gapon, who was 
thrust into the leadership of the mass 
workers’ protest movement that led to 
Bloody Sunday, and the subsequent 
eruption of the Russian Revolution of 
1905# 

Ian Donovan 


Although most party members 
attended the demonstration, comrade 
Tina Becker and others criticised 
those who failed to attend without 
good reason. Democratic centralism 
involves obligations as well as rights. 
We have big tasks ahead of us, and 
those who want to be a member of a 
serious Communist Party should 
commit themselves to participation in 
its actions. At the end of the session 
comrades voted to instruct the 
national organiser to write to 
members who were absent on 
Saturday, expressing our disappoint¬ 
ment with them and asking them to 
think about what being a party 
member means and whether they 
want to continue to undertake the 
responsibilities involved. Comrade 
Fischer emphasised that sending 
such letters does not mean he is 
suggesting a purge of backward 
members • 

Mary Godwin 


CPGB aggregate 

New period, new tasks 
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STOP THE WAR 


Things can only get bitter... 


F rom your position in the Labour 
Party, how do you assess the 
political significance of the giant 
February 15 anti-war demonstra¬ 
tion? 

It has a far bigger significance than simply the 
issue of Iraq. The people are on the march 
against a number of political questions. In 
Macmillan’s words - it’s not just this damn 
thing, it’s one damn thing after another. There 
is a critical mass of dissatisfaction with the Blair 
regime developing. 

This is reflected in The Guardian's tracker 
pole of February 18. This shows he has lost 
something like 60-plus approval points. This 
is the lowest he has been since the height of 
the petrol crisis, which at that time was his 
lowest ebb. 

So it’s not just about the Iraq issue - there 
are other questions. 

First, the democratic outrage that currently 
passes for our parliament is making people’s 
blood boil. We can vote repeatedly about 
whether it is right to kill foxes from horseback, 
but we are not allowed a single vote on 
whether we kill thousands of Iraqis and plunge 
that country and the region into further chaos. 
This would be laughable if it wasn’t so ob¬ 
scene. 

The parliament, the Labour Party and the 
TUC have been - as Peter Mandelson would 
put it - ‘sequenced’. They have been shep¬ 
herded through each stage of this process, 
with the door closing behind them after each 
sequence has been successfully completed. 
This has reached such a stage that the only 
place where people can make their views 
known is in the streets. 

Even if the war goes ahead and is satisfac¬ 
torily completed from the point of view of 
imperialism, the issue of Britain’s deeply 
flawed democracy will linger on like a bad 
smell. This must be addressed. 

We effectively have a monarchy and an un¬ 
democratic republic in the same country. We 
have a monarchy we didn’t elect and a presi¬ 
dent we didn’t elect. The president chooses 
a rubber-stamp cabinet that meets for 40 min¬ 
utes every week and is told what the top few 
ministers have decided. It has no opportunity 
- or apparent wish - to change that state of 
affairs. 

The fact is that the parliamentary Labour 
Party is so ‘on message’ that I am the only 
member of PLP that does not have a pager to 
police my activities and statements! Of 
course, I don’t mean that I am the only one 
who is an independently minded person, but 
there are not many of us. That ‘pager’ fact 
shuck me as telling. 

We have a parliament that is not only led 
like sheep from pen to pen, but even appears 


Mark Fischer spoke to George Galloway, the controversial 
Glasgow MP and key figure in the anti-war movement 



Fighting for real Labour 


to quite like that state of affairs. So this glar- a loyal pillar of the Labour Party through dark 

ing democratic deficit is a key issue. days and kept what might be a ‘militarised’ 

A broader issue is the gap between peo- labour force unionised and affiliated to the 

pie’s expectations of a Labour government Labour Party - was outrageous. It has had op- 

and the reality of it in power. People had high probrium heaped upon it in language that 

hopes -1 did not personally, having had the would have made even Thatcher blush, 
chance to study the beast of New Labour at The rhetoric around issues of race, immi- 
close quarters before the election. But I think gration and asylum has sickened natural La- 
millions did expect things in the country to bour supporters. It flows from a flawed 
change. strategy that suggests that if you throw the 

But New Labour expended a lot of ravenous beast of racism some bones it will 

energy dampening expectations ... be sated. In tmth, it merely becomes hungrier. 

Yes, but they haven’t even lived up to the The failure to fight for even a ‘social demo- 

dampened expectations they allowed people cratic’ position on race, immigration and asy- 

to have. Nothing very much has changed, lum and the shredding of civil liberties that we 

apart from getting worse in some respects. fought for and defended over several centu- 
The gap between rich and poor is greater ries has demoralised a lot of people, 
than when Charles Dickens was chronicling In short, the Blair government has long ago 
society. The position of trade unions in our lost its lustre and it will never be that glad, 

society is every bit as alienated as it was un- confident morning again. That’s before we 

der the Thatcher and Major governments, even start to talk about a government that is 

The treatment of the firefighters, for example, now about to fight its fifth war in six years, 

was right out of the Thatcher textbook. The Clearly, ‘Things can only get bitter ’ might 

heavy artillery that was brought to bear on have been a better slogan for this government, 

the FBU - a moderate trade union, which had The discontent, anger and alienation are now 

not had a strike for 25 years, which had been reaching the kind of critical mass we saw on 

February 15. 


The Labour 
Party’s 
original 
constitution 
before the 
bans and 
proscriptions 
on socialist 
and 

Marxist 
organisa¬ 
tions is a 
good 
model 


Fighting fund 

Magnificent 


As I had hoped, Saturday’s brilliant dem¬ 
onstration gave scores of people the op¬ 
portunity to donate to the Weekly Worker. 
Contributors varied from those who told 
our sellers to “keep the change” or “put 
the extra in the funds” to comrades like a 
teacher from London who handed over a 
£20 note in exchange for some back cop¬ 
ies and comrade “Sally”, whose friend gave 
us a fiver on her behalf. 

It is difficult to be sure exactly how much 
of the money we ended up with was made 
up by donations, since not all our sellers 
kept an exact record of how many papers 
they actually sold. But our estimate is 
around 600 copies (short of the 1,000 we 
were aiming to sell, admittedly) and a total 
of £448 has already come our way or is 
promised. So I’ll settle for £148 as a near 
enough accurate figure for donations from 


the demonstration. 

In addition, the last seven days pro¬ 
duced a total of £155 through the post 
(thank you, comrade HJ, for the magnifi¬ 
cent £50 cheque) and £60 in standing or¬ 
ders. Which means that, with a week to go, 
we have already exceeded our £500 
monthly target - we now have £523. 

Comrades, in a period such as this, the 
Weekly Worker is more important than ever 
- as illustrated by the 6,860 individual ses¬ 
sions we had on our website last week. 
Ending February with, say, an extra £250 
over and above our normal target would 
help us to fulfil our role all the better • 

Robbie Rix 


Ask for a bankers order form, or 
send cheques, payable to Weekly 
Worker 


We too place emphasis on the demo¬ 
cratic and constitutional questions that 
are quite starkly posed by the rush to 
war. 

It’s as if Oliver Cromwell had never existed! 
We literally have a medieval power being ex¬ 
ercised - the absolute power of kings, which 
we presumed had been broken in the 1600s! 
The royal prerogative is the marching order 
under which these 42,000 British soldiers will 
be sent off to kill and some to die. That the 
royal prerogative has been passed to the prime 
minister to exercise as an individual is scant 
comfort in a parliament as obsequious and 
spineless as this one. I regularly see a shiver 
scuttling through the benches of the House 
of Commons looking for a spine to mn up. In 
a parliament like that, a prime minister exercis¬ 
ing a royal prerogative on the greatest issue 
of all - war and peace - demonstrates just how 
‘unmodem’ this government is. 

Blair used to prattle about us being a ‘young 
country’, about representing the forces of 
‘modernity’ - but then he is exercising a medi¬ 
eval power to take the country to war for the 
fifth time in six years. How ‘modem’ is that? 
Moving on, there have been develop¬ 
ments in the trade unions and a debate 
about funding Labour. Amongst sections 
of the movement, there is growing talk of 
the need for a new political representa¬ 


tion for the working class - a new 
workers’ party. On the other hand, those 
like Tony Benn suggest that Blair and his 
coterie represent a thin layer in Labour - 
they will be swept away by events or 
decamp voluntarily, leaving the Labour 
Party to be 'reclaimed’ for its original 
role. What do you think? 

I think there is an element of wishful thinking 
in Tony’s analysis of this. I am not so sure how 
thin this layer is, I’m not so sure what is left to 
break through this thin layer, I am not so sure 
the shrivelled and blockaded democratic 
space within the party will enable people to 
‘reclaim’ the Labour Party, as people like Alan 
Simpson talk about. Of course, I hope there 
is. I will help in any way I can to achieve that, 
but I don’t think we can put all our eggs in 
that basket. 

I stated at the February 15 rally that if - as 
Michael Foot said - Tony Blair breaks the 
Labour Party over this issue, then some of us 
will be ready to rebuild a Labour Party from 
the wreckage. That Labour Party would be 
attached to real Labour values, with a demo¬ 
cratic constitution and seeking to give repre¬ 
sentation to the huge sections of British 
political opinion that are currently virtually un¬ 
represented in parliament - the left, the unions, 
the young, the whole areas of British society 
that together constitute a majority. What I 
precisely mean by that I am not yet ready to 
detail, because this scenario can be avoided. 
I hope the war can be avoided, I hope the 
Labour Party can be reclaimed. 

Once I used the phrase that the Labour Party 
had been hijacked and that the passengers 
had to take back control of the plane. But that 
may have first been an underestimation of 
how deeply the poison had seeped into the 
body. Second, I may have overestimated the 
ability of the passengers, who have been 
bound and gagged. I hope these passengers 
don’t have to opt for bailing out of the plane, 
but I do feel the plane is heading for disaster. 
It is important we have in mind different plans 
to rescue Labour from the wreckage. 

The Labour Party’s original constitution be¬ 
fore the bans and proscriptions on socialist 
and Marxist organisations is a good model. 
Clause four was a good banner. Labour does 
stand for the hope of the world. I do believe 
that socialism or barbarism is the polarity that 
exists in the world - and that includes the bar¬ 
barity not only of war, but also of poverty, 
injustice and the other grotesque inequalities 
that exist on our planet. Socialism or barba¬ 
rism is the choice - it was when Rosa Luxem¬ 
burg said it. It is now. 

So the vision of socialism is not dead: it’s 
very much alive and kicking. The need for the 
working class to lead the stmggle for social¬ 
ism has not changed. And the need for a mass 
party of the working class has not gone away. 
Whether New Labour can be decapitated and 
a renaissance of this existing Labour Party can 
be achieved is doubtful, I believe. The answer 
will probably present itself to us soon - we are 
talking weeks, not months. 

But what about the lessons of debacles 
like Scargill’s Socialist Labour Party? 

Isn’t there a danger of substituting the 
correct conclusions that you might reach 
about Blair and the party for what is still 
in the heads of the majority of members 
and the mass working class electoral 
base Labour still retains? The working 
class has been tremendously loyal to the 
Labour Party in the 20th centuvy - if we 
are to build anything new that is viable, 
surely we have to bear this in mind also 
and not turn our back on the fight in the 
party? 

Yes, that’s the reason why people like myself 
took the choice as a young person to be ac¬ 
tive in Labour, even though our politics were 
to the left of the organisation even as it ex¬ 
isted then. 

The Scargill Labour Party was a historical 
mistake. It was at the wrong time, led by the 
wrong man, on the wrong political basis. I say 
this with all due respect to his role as a work¬ 
ers ’ leader. Arthur Scargill was not Lenin, 
however, and Britain in 1994 was not Petro- 
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Not just peace - but a peace and justice movement 


grad in 1917. Arthur seemed to get both those 
things wrong. A repetition of the fiasco of the 
SLP would be worse than useless. 

I am not really talking about a schism. I am 
talking about a situation where the Labour 
Party has been broken by an act of treachery 
of the dimensions of MacDonald. A breaka¬ 
way by a few Labour MPs would be a mis¬ 
take. But in the next few weeks we could see 
the Labour PM commit an international crime 
of the gravest dimensions, one which so di¬ 
vides the party and the movement and the 
country that the loyalty you talk about is itself 
destroyed - this may already be happening, as 
evidenced by the election of the ‘awkward 
squad’ in the trade unions and the debate in 
the unions about the political ballot. 

So there is clearly a vacuum. We have to 
formulate a position that can avoid the prob¬ 
lems of a Scargill-type breakaway, yet can 
somehow position itself to inherit the strength 
of the Labour Party historically. Clearly, a vital 
element of that must be the trade union ques¬ 
tion. 

We do live in a different era. We have to 
properly calibrate the new political forces that 
are emerging. Of the two milli on on the streets 
of London and Glasgow over the weekend, 
only a very small section of them were organi¬ 
cally connected to the labour movement as 
we knew it. We have to have a project that 
engages them. Having marched two million 
to the top of the hill, we can’t allow them to 
drift away. 

Even marching them back down again is 
not necessarily a bad thing - organised re¬ 
treats and redeployments are part of our arse¬ 
nal as well. To allow them to drift away in 
disillusionment would be a very serious mis¬ 
take, however. We must come up with a for¬ 
mula that keeps that army together and gives 
them a positive perspective. 

A parly perspective? An organisation 
that can take on the system that engen¬ 
ders war, not just fighting against this 
war? 

Our movement has to raise itself to the chal¬ 
lenge of concretising and leading those two 
milli on people on the streets. The core of our 
movement - which I would estimate to be sev¬ 
eral hundred thousand strong - has many clear 
differences from, say, the CND movement of 
the 1980s. 

Then we had a peace movement, but we 
didn’t have an anti-imperialist movement. In 
other words, we didn’t have a movement that 


understood not only that war was bad but also 
what the reasons for war were. I think we do 
now. I am astounded by - and also intensely 
proud of - the people of this country. When I 
read their letters, or I hear them on radio phone- 
in programmes, the political clarity of these 
people strikes me. Despite the fog of propa¬ 
ganda that the government has produced 
around this question, their political clear¬ 
sightedness is incredible. This gives me great 
hope and is a huge difference from the past. 

This is not just a peace movement. It is a 
peace and justice movement. A movement 
that understands that without justice there is 
no peace. It understands that September 11- 
atrocious as it was - arose out of imperialist 
crimes, not out of the blue sky. This is a new 
and tremendously exciting development. 
Something new is on the march in Britain - 
how that is to be articulated politically and or¬ 
ganisationally is yet to be determined. 

OK, we agree there is a vacuum that 
needs to be filled politically. You don’t 
want to talk about the details yet, but do 
you think the conclusions you have 
reached are finding a resonance in other 
sections of the movement? 

I am not openly proselytising for them at the 
moment, so I would be lying if I said there was 
a real resonance for them at present. But I am 
in discussion with a number of key individu¬ 
als - people who independently have been 
thinking along the same lines. 

Nature abhors a vacuum and there is no 
vacuum more abhorrent than a political 
vacuum. 

Lastly, what about the charges against 
you that your political positions are 
dictated by your softness towards the 
Ba’athist regime, that you are a stooge of 
Saddam? 

No one could credibly make that charge -1 
have been in anti-imperialist politics all my life. 
In relation to Iraq in particular, it is a particular 
ludicrous charge. I was a founder member of 
Cardri (the Campaign Against Repression and 
for Democratic Rights in Iraq) in the 1970s. I 
was on the demonstrations outside the Iraqi 
embassy in London when British ministers 
were on the inside selling the Saddam regime 
guns and gas, so it’s not a credible allegation. 

I had visited all the Arab countries by 1991, 
apart from Iraq. I had not visited Iraq because 
I would have been arrested on arrival. I was a 
known opponent of the regime. I still have 
serious differences with the Iraqi government; 


but I have bigger differences with imperialism. 
I oppose the reduction of 23 million Iraqis to 
one demonised individual, so that any crime 
against the 23 million is justified, as it appar¬ 
ently harms this one person. I oppose the 41- 
country assault on Iraq and the siege that has 
killed one milli on children in that country. 

The character of the Iraqi regime was yes¬ 
terday’s issue and it will be tomorrow’s issue. 
Today’s issue is the barbaric attack on Iraq 
by imperialism and its Zionist auxiliary. There¬ 
fore, it seems to me that anyone who claims 
to think in Marxist terms must be able to see 
this. The only Iraqis who support the drown¬ 
ing of their compatriots in blood so they can 
come to power on the back of an American 
tank are those that are paid to say so. Paid very 
lavishly, as a matter of fact. 

The plans of imperialism for the country 
have nothing to do with democracy. The ac¬ 
tual stooges in the region - like the PUK and 
the KDP and elements of the Iraqi National 
Congress - are beginning to see this and to 
protest. The very last thing that imperialism 
wants to see in the Arab world is democracy. 
What sort of government would the people 
of Egypt elect if they could? Or the people of 
Saudi Arabia? How could that be in the inter¬ 
ests of imperialism? 

Therefore, the idea that they will set up a 
democracy in Iraq while throttling democracy 
everywhere else in the region is laughable • 
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Something 
new is on 
the march 
in Britain - 
how that 
is to be 
articulated 
politically 
and 

organisa¬ 
tionally is 
yet to be 
determined 


Hyde Park 
strike call 

O nly a small proportion of the 1.5 to two 
million people on the magnificent Feb¬ 
ruary 15 London demonstration 
would have heard any of the speeches in 
Hyde Park. When the first speakers began ad¬ 
dressing the thousands assembled at the end 
of the march, the vast majority had not even 
left the two assembly points. Indeed many 
were still edging along the streets feeding into 
the Embankment and Gower Street, from 
where the two huge processions set off. 

Although much of the media reporting con¬ 
centrated on Bianca Jagger, Tim Robbins, Ms 
Dynamite, Harold Pinter, Harry Enfield and 
former US presidential candidate Jesse Jack- 
son, the most important speakers were from 
the Labour, trade union and working class 
movement. 

Amongst the union leaders who spoke 
were Mick Rix, Aslef general secretary; Tony 
Woodley, the assistant general secretary of 
the Transport and General Workers Union 
and a candidate in the forthcoming elections 
to take over from Bill Morris as TGWU leader; 
and Keith Sonnet, deputy general secretary 
of Unison. 

Mick Rix pointed to the action of his mem¬ 
bers in Motherwell, whose refusal to drive 
trains loaded with munitions was an example 
the rest of the movement should follow. A war 
should be met with widespread industrial ac¬ 
tion and the TUC should be recalled to con¬ 
sider calling such strikes. He concluded with 
the call: “Blair, it is time to go!” 

Tony Woodley, no leftwinger, did not voice 
support for that. But he was prepared to point 
out that the real reasons for going to war were 
oil and American global interests: “We are all 
convinced that Saddam is a dictator, but we 
are not convinced that there is cause to at¬ 
tack Iraq” - a war would only deepen the Mid¬ 
dle East crisis, while the plight of the 
Palestinian people would continue to be ig¬ 
nored. In similar vein Keith Sonnet declared 
that, whether or not there is a second UN reso¬ 
lution, a war on Iraq is not justified. 

Tony Benn and George Galloway both re¬ 
ceived lengthy ovations. Benn talked about 
the “founding of a new political movement 
worldwide” based on the anti-war protests. 
George Galloway had a warning for Blair: “If, 
despite this demonstration ... he takes Great 
Britain over this cliff, then he will break the La¬ 
bour Party.’ ’ And ‘ ‘If he breaks the Labour Party 
some will rebuild it as a real Labour Party.” 

Like Benn and Galloway Jeremy Corbyn 
highlighted the key issue of democracy. It was 
likely that Blair would even deny parliament a 
vote before going to war, using instead the 
“medieval power of the royal prerogative”. 
Halifax Labour MP Alice Mahon pointed out 
that the “Bush doctrine is permanent war - our 
duty is to stop the western warlords”. 

By contrast Stop the War Coalition spokes¬ 
person and Socialist Workers Party member 
Lindsey German made a strangely apolitical 
speech, although she did call for civil disobe¬ 
dience and strikes on the day of any attack. 
She urged people to occupy city centres. 

Unfortunately the rally heard from three 
unreliable opponents of war, in the shape of 
former cabinet minister Mo Mowlam, Ken 
Livingstone, who had supported the Nato 
bombing of Serbia, and, last but not least, Lib¬ 
eral Democrat leader Charles Kennedy. He be¬ 
moaned the fact that the UN did not have 
“adequate information” upon which it might 
reluctantly agree to the US-UK assault. With 
friends like these ... 

Speakers from both the Muslim Associa¬ 
tion of Britain and the Muslim Council called 
for unity of all people, irrespective of religion, 
in opposing the war: “In this movement, what¬ 
ever your belief or your politics, you are wel¬ 
come.” And Jesse Jackson called for 
everybody to “hold hands” in “a moment of 
prayer” and led the thousands in a series of 
religious as well as political chants. “What 
should we do next?” asked Jackson. His an¬ 
swer was: “Keep on marching.” 

Hopefully we will arm ourselves with a more 
powerful strategy • 

Alan Stevens 
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STOP THE WAR 


World opposition to Bush-Blair 


More than 
30 million 
protested on 
February 15 
in over 600 
cities and 
towns, 
across more 
than 60 
countries 
and on every 
continent. 
They 

marched to 
stop the 
impending 
war against 
Iraq - even at 
the 

McMurdo 
base in 
Antarctica. 
Tina 
Becker 
looks at how 
the left 
across the 
world has 
reported the 
events of the 
day 


•{be World 
SaV s No 
to War 


NYC 



G ermany 

“The people of the ‘old Europe’ 
have spoken,” says the Party of 
Democratic Socialism in a press statement 
marking the 500,000-strong march in Berlin. 
Germany’s largest leftwing party says that the 
“rallies, demonstrations and activities of mil¬ 
lions of peaceful civilians are giving hope that 
the campaign of the barbaric military machine 
might be stoppable.” 

But it harbours illusions in the UN and the 
German government and its statement reeks 
of pacifism: “This was a clear demand aimed 
at our politicians to keep Germany’s anti-war 
position, to resist all attempts to break or abol¬ 
ish the UN charter and the principle of the 
peaceful resolution of all conflicts. Like many 
of Saturday’s protesters we are on the side of 
those in world politics who want to exclude 
war as a means of politics. International mles 
to resolve problems peacefully ... would be 
destroyed in a military attack.” 

Italy 

Rifondazione Comunista’s daily newspaper 
Liberazione is maybe exaggerating when it 
states that “about 110 million people” around 
the world protested against the war (Febru¬ 
ary 17). Of the Rome event it writes: “It was 
the largest demonstration in Italian history 
with more than three million people attending, 
and the police not sure whether to admit to 
1,800,000 or 1,650,000. The fact is, it was not 
only an impressive and politically mixed dem¬ 
onstration, but above all represented, as a 
natural outgrowth of the march itself, a popu¬ 
lar democratic assembly. 

“Within the streams of protesters and the 
thousands of forms the demonstration took - 
from vans blaring music to prayer, a hundred 
different versions of ‘Bella ciao’, and the thou¬ 
sands of different ways of taking part that 
were invented right up to the last moment, with 
gymnastics, tambourines and dancing, or the 
chanting of political slogans (the most radi¬ 
cal calling for a European-wide strike), the 
groups of buddhist monks and the ICorvi 
collective, Rifondazione and the Scouts, 
Young Communists and the Women in Black, 
and of course all the trade union centres ... 
for once united together, all with Arci balloons 
festooned with banners - three generations 
of Italians became a new people. 

“The first of these became politically active 
after World War II; the second were those who 
‘did’ 1968, and who lived through the frozen 
80s; and the last, the young, who are shaking 
things up now and demanding a better world. 
A dream that is finally possible. Three gen¬ 
erations, united one with the other, conscious 
that this war is not only against Iraq, but 
against them, against all 
of us, against life itself 
and our hopes of the fu¬ 
ture. It is for this reason 
that they recognise a 
common goal and a 
common banner: that of 
peace. A banner no 
longer of individual na¬ 
tions, but in this age of 
global war, of the whole 
world.” 


{ 


AM3TEHDAM 
BARCELONA 
CAPE TOWN 
BAD PAULO 
HAM A L L AH 
BANGKOK 
SAN JUAN 
TORONTO 
ISTANBUL 
LONDON 
MANILA 
JAKARTA 
WARSAW 
ATHENS- 
BERLIN 
PAHLS- 
CAIRO 
TOKYO 
ROME 
nnd m<?rf 


USA 

It is estimated that over 
one million people pro¬ 
tested in 250 cities. Al¬ 
though mayor Michael 
Bloomberg banned the 
planned march in New 
York, “we estimate that 
at least 500,000 people 
attended the February 15 ‘World says no to 
war’ protest in New York City - despite frigid 
weather, and repeated attempts by the NYPD 
to limit our freedom of speech,” reports the 
umbrella group, United for Peace and Justice, 
to which hundreds of American political 
groups have affiliated. 

Another 60,000 marched in Los Angeles, 
50,000 in Seattle and 10,000 in Chicago with 
many more taking to the streets in other cities 


across the USA. The next major anti-war pro¬ 
test in the US will be a convergence on the 
White House on March 1. 

Australia 

Green Left Weekly , the paper of the Democratic 
Socialist Party, reports that “Almost one mil¬ 
lion people in Australia mobilised on Febru¬ 
ary 14-16 to tell prime minister John Howard 
and Labor leader Simon Crean that they op¬ 
pose any war on Iraq, with or without UN back¬ 
ing.” 

Kicking off a 
weekend of massive 
international protest 
against war on Iraq, 
nearly one in 50 Aus¬ 
tralians attended 
anti-war protests. 

The weekend began 
with what was up to 
then the largest 
peace demonstra¬ 
tion in Australia’s 
history, as 150,000 
people took to the 
streets of Melbourne 
on February 14. At 
2pm on the same 
day, 1,000 high 
school students 
staged a strike and rally, marching to Mel¬ 
bourne Central behind a ‘Youth against war’ 
banner. 

More than 500,000 people marched in Syd¬ 
ney, writes GLW\ “This was the biggest pro¬ 
test march Sydney, and Australia, has ever 
seen. And the people there knew it. The con¬ 
fidence, solidarity and empowerment in the air 
was palpable. Many people said they had 
never marched before, and complete strangers 
passionately discussed the issues involved, 
shared drinks as they stood in the blazing sun, 
and laughed and cried together as they lis¬ 
tened to the speakers.” 

Scotland 

The Scottish Socialist Party’s website vividly 
describes Glasgow as “a sea of humanity, as 
demonstrators poured into the city from all 
over Scotland and the north of England”. So 
many had tried to come through by train from 
Edinburgh that Waverley station was closed 
for some time. Some of those gathering at Glas¬ 
gow Green did not start marching until an hour 
and a half after the front of the demo left. 
Ninety thousand marched. 

The event came under attack just before 
February 15, when the Labour Party called on 
the Scottish Exhibition and Conference Cen¬ 
tre, the venue for Labour’s conference, to 
refuse permission for the demonstration to be 
provided with a stage and PA system. But 
Tommy Sheridan promptly responded to this 
move by successfully tabling a motion in the 
Scottish parliament to allow the event to take 
place. 

The demonstrators “wanted to tell Tony 
Blair, ‘Not in our name’ ... But Tony was not 
prepared to face the people. He rescheduled 
his speech so that he could make a quick geta¬ 
way. 

“As thousands poured into the grounds 
of the SECC for the rally, speaker after 
speaker condemned Blair for his lies and hy¬ 
pocrisy. Speaking for the SSP, Tommy Sheri¬ 
dan MSP called for mass action to stop the 
war. He called on the demonstrators to vote 
out the pro-war parties. He exposed New La¬ 
bour, who are ready to spend millions on war 
but who cannot find resources to fight pov¬ 
erty or pay our firefighters. Tommy pointed 
out that socialists had been campaigning 
against Saddam Hussein whilst Britain and the 
US were selling him arms and chemical weap¬ 
ons. Finally he contrasted murderous intent 
of the warmongers with another vision of a 
world of love, justice and human solidarity.” 

Ireland 

The Socialist Party in Ireland comments on its 
website that “February 15 was an historic day 
in Ireland. Dublin saw 150,000 demonstrators 
take to the streets in protest against a war on 


Iraq. This was the biggest anti-war demo in 
Irish history and the biggest protest in dec¬ 
ades. Firefighters led the massive 20,000- 
strong anti-war demonstration in Belfast. 
Pride of place at the front of the march was 
given to the fire service workers, who have 
been taking strike action recently.” 

Sinn Fein’s spokesperson on international 
affairs, Aengus O Snodaigh TD, speaking at 
the Dublin rally, said: “Today’s massive turn¬ 
out is surely the largest political protest I have 
seen in this city since the hun¬ 
ger strike protests of the 
1980s. Bertie Ahem and Brian 
Cowen can not now be under 
any illusion about the feel¬ 
ings of the people of this state. 
We are opposed to this war 
and we are opposed to the 
Dublin government’s com¬ 
plicity in it, through the use of 
Shannon Airport.” 

But SF’s opposition was not 
exactly consistent. O 
Snodaigh went on: “It is to Ire¬ 
land’s shame that this govern¬ 
ment - who fought for the right 
to be on the United Nations 
security council, who said 
they would represent the in¬ 
terests of small nations there 
- failed to use this position to strongly oppose 
war. Instead they have left the initiative to 
France, Germany, Russia, and others. 

“We are saying let the UN inspectors con¬ 
tinue with their work which they have said is 
making progress. We are demanding, no war 
on Iraq.” 

New Zealand 

Green Left Weekly reports 
that “around 10,000 people 
marched in Auckland on 
February 15. In the capital, 

Wellington, 8,000 people 
rallied outside Parliament 
House. Protesters demand 
that the NZ Labour govern¬ 
ment withdraw a New Zea¬ 
land navy frigate and an air 
force Orion aircraft from the 
Gulf. There were anti-war 
actions in at least 20 centres in NZ... The pro¬ 
tests, which were organised by Global Peace 
and Justice Network and Peace Movement 
Aotearoa, were the biggest in NZ since the 
huge anti-apartheid protests of the 1980s.” 

Spain 

Spain saw some of the world’s biggest 
mobilisations. While the bourgeois media put 
the attendance at 2.5 million, organisers claim 
that well over five million people took part. 
Comrade Gemma Galdon, a regular attender 
of the preparatory meetings for the European 
Social Fomm, estimates that “about 14% of 
the total population” took part in demonstra¬ 
tions. There were over two milli on in Barce¬ 
lona, one million in Madrid, 250,000 in Seville, 
200,000 in Oviedo, etc. 

Comade Galdon writes on the ESF email dis¬ 
cussion list that “we have got no idea of who 
was at the front of the march - probably a 
group of high-school students or a group of 
neighbours with a hand-made banner. The 
politicians and trade union officials left after 
10 minutes.” 

While comrade Galdon is jubilant that the 
“ordinary people took over the march” and 
sidelined the “politicians”, the World Social¬ 
ist Website criticises the fact that “largely lack¬ 
ing was a political perspective to combat the 
drive to war. There were few organisations 
selling literature, and few leaflets. Although 
there were small contingents from the UGT 
and CCOO trade unions, and a handful from 
the Catalan counterpart of the Socialist Party, 
most of the visible placards and banners were 
those of the anti-war coalition.” 

When the speeches at the end of the march 
began, the official banner had covered only 
half the route. Demonstrators at the starting 
point did not move for some hours. The 
speeches at the Placa de Tetuan were repeated 


four times, as demonstrators continued to 
arrive. 

The protests coincide with legislation 
placed by Aznar before the parliament that 
would shift official responsibility for launch¬ 
ing military action. At present, only the king 
can declare war. Under the proposed new law, 
prime minister Aznar would be able to “con¬ 
duct the leadership of a war or military action”. 

France 

As we go to press, none of the main leftwing 
organisations have reports of the numerous 
demonstrations on their websites. Undoubt¬ 
edly the Communist Party of France, the Ligue 
Communiste Revolutionnaire, Lutte Ouvriere 
and Attac were involved in the protests, 
which saw something approaching 500,000 
marching against the war, including up to 
200,000 in Paris. There were smaller demon¬ 
strations in 72 towns and cities. 

Hungaiy 

Around 60,000 marched in Budapest after the 
reversal of a ban on the demonstration. In a 
last-minute meeting between representatives 
of the Hungarian anti-war movement and 
social democratic prime minister Peter 
Medgyessy, the latter “apologised” for ini¬ 
tially banning the event, according to a report 
by comrade Endre Simo, who attended the 
meeting: “I support the demonstration for 
peace. I agree with its goals,” Medgyessy is 
reported to have said. 

Comrade Simo writes on the ESF list: “He 
promised us that Hungary would not be im¬ 
plicated in the war and he would not send 
Hungarian troops to Iraq - ‘I have told this to 
Bush too’ ... He compared Saddam to Milo¬ 
sevic and said that if 
the Munich Pact had 
not been signed 
maybe World War II 
could have been 
avoided. Finally he 
expressed hope for a 
new UN resolution 
and asked us to ac¬ 
cept it. We told Mr 
Peter Medgyessy 
that we were against 
the war with or with¬ 
out a UN resolution and we invited him not to 
follow the oil interests’ war plans of the Bush 
administration.” 

In a rare display of direct, physical opposi¬ 
tion to anti-war marchers a small group of fas¬ 
cists unsuccessfully tried to block the 
Budapest demonstration. 

Poland 

With 10,000 people on the Warsaw march, 
comrade Filip, another regular at ESF meetings, 
remarks: “This was the biggest anti-war dem¬ 
onstration in Polish history! It was much more 
than we expected.” He reports that those in¬ 
volved in the preparations included “Arab 
and muslim associations, leftwing and green 
organisations, Amnesty International, people 
who went to the ESF in Florence and many 
new, non-organised people. But, what is even 
more important, the demo was attended mostly 
by ‘ordinary people’, sometimes with their 
own banners! We had also some anti-war 
catholics. After Hungary, this was the biggest 
protest in eastern Europe.” 

Israel 

The World Socialist Website reports on a 
3,000-strong march in Tel Aviv: “The demon¬ 
stration was held by a coalition of peace or¬ 
ganisations, political parties and alternative 
media groups, including the Communist Party, 
the National Democratic Assembly, the Demo¬ 
cratic Arab Party, the Independent Media 
Centre, the Alternative Information Centre, 
the Jewish-Arab Partnership Group 
(Ta’ayush), the Peace Bloc movement (Gush 
Shalom) and the Organisation for Democratic 
Action. The Zionist left, including Meretz and 
Peace Now, decided to boycott the demon¬ 
stration. Many Arab youth came with Pales¬ 
tinian flags. Others danced while singing the 
Palestinian anthem” • 
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After Saddam 

Though subject to severe repression under the Ba’ath regime, historically 
the Communist Party of Iraq has retained a mass base. Faced with the 
impending US-UK military onslaught, the party says it must fight on two 
fronts - against imperialism and against Saddam Hussein. Henning Boke 
spoke to Rashid Ghewielib, representative of the CPI in Germany, 
about the present situation and the prospects for the Iraqi opposition 


hat is the nature of Iraq’s 
ruling Ba’ath Party? And 
what are its social and 
ideological foundations? 

Ba’athism emerged as the party of the urban 
petty bourgeoisie. It is based on a nationalist 
pan-Arabism and has also been heavily in¬ 
fluenced by Nazi ideology. In the 1940s the 
founders tried to incorporate elements of 
Marxist socialism. However, it needs to be 
stressed that the Ba’ath Party has been anti¬ 
communist right from the start. During the 
coup of 1963, politically led by the Ba’ath 
Party, thousands of democrats and commu¬ 
nists were massacred in a bloodbath. After 
that, the Ba’ath Party lost much of its reputa¬ 
tion and base. 

When the Ba’athists returned to power in 
1968 they tried to win over wider layers of so¬ 
ciety. They tried to represent the interests of 
the peasantry and the middle classes. For ex¬ 
ample, they introduced land reforms and a law 
on employment which contained some pro¬ 
gressive elements. 

Of course, with the nationalisation of the 
oil industry in 1972 a lot of money poured into 
state coffers. The mass of people benefited 
from this and the living standard in the 70s 
was good. With this economic development, 
a new layer emerged in the Ba’ath Party: the 
bureaucratic bourgeoisie. In 1979, after Sad¬ 
dam Hussein successfully and bloodily got 
rid of his rivals inside the party and started to 
persecute our organisation, the war with Iran 
started. The state lost its easy access to 
money. The Ba’ath Party developed from a 
party of the middle classes to a family and clan 
party. 

What forces make up the Iraqi opposition 
and what aims do they have? 

Up until 1991 there were four main tendencies: 
firstly the Kurdish freedom movements; sec¬ 
ondly the Arab nationalists (to which one part 
of the Ba’ath Party, having split from the ma¬ 
jority, belongs); thirdly the democratic ten¬ 
dency, the left, of which our party forms the 
major organisation; lastly the islamic tendency, 
with its various parties and groups. 

After 1991 a lot of Iraqis fled the country 
and formed different organisations abroad. 
There are three different political perspectives. 
One part of the opposition - in the main the 
Iraqi National Congress - wants to work di¬ 
rectly and officially with the USA: they totally 
support the Americans’ vision for Iraq. A 
second tendency wants to deprive Saddam 
Hussein of his power with the help of the US, 
without subscribing to the rest of US policy. 
The Kurdish organisations and the Islamic 
Revolutionary Council are part of this ten¬ 
dency. A third force is opposed to the war and 
demands an end to the embargo. This third 
force is made up of the CP and the Arab na¬ 
tionalist and islamic organisations. All of 
them demand an alternative to Saddam Hus¬ 
sein based on the Iraqi people themselves. 
What are the social backgrounds of 
these forces? 

The pro-western forces represent the old 
political layer which was in power during the 
kingdom from 1921 to 1958 - the children of 
the great landowners and the rich. The left 
forces and the communists represent the in¬ 
terests of the working people. 

However, today’s Iraq is not divided along 
the lines of a ‘typical’ class structure. The 
clique which has been in power for the last 20 
years, as well as the embargo, has led to the 
disappearance of the middle classes. There is 


no real working class as such either, because 
there is hardly any production - everything 
has been paralysed. I believe that the islamic, 
Arab nationalist and Kurdish forces have a 
similar social and class base, but they repre¬ 
sent different political programmes. 

Do these opposition forces have a joint 
democratic perspective? 

Almost all the opposition groups talk about 
democracy. There are, however, a number of 
islamic groups who only look at democracy 
as a means to get to power, not as an end. But 
there are also forces who want to change Iraq 
and work towards a democratic future. These 
forces have suffered greatly from oppression, 
the embargo and the economic crisis. But they 
do retain much energy that could be reacti¬ 
vated through Saddam Hussein’s overthrow. 

I believe that a post-Saddam Hussein Iraq will 
see a number of new political forces. For us in 
the CP there is of course no alternative to a 
democratic system. 

Is there a chance that a new democratic 
government would be able to exercise 
national sovereignty when it comes to 
the oil resources? 

Saddam Hussein would give the western oil 
companies everything if he could just stay in 
power. But with the invasion of Kuwait Sad¬ 
dam Hussein overstepped the boundaries, 
which were set by the USA. After September 

II the strategic aim of the USA has been the 
direct control of oil resources in the Gulf re¬ 
gion. 

We on the other hand want to build a sov¬ 
ereign Iraq that can use its resources, espe¬ 
cially oil, to aid the mass of the people. But 
the current political situation in Iraq and world¬ 
wide is not favourable towards the left and 
progressive forces. There will be a hard fight. 
Democracy is one of the main pillars of 
your programme? 

Of course. Iraq is a country with many nation¬ 
alities and religious groups. Without democ¬ 
racy, without freedom of expression, without 
freedom of organisation there will be no solu¬ 
tion. The USA is only interested in bringing 
into power another dictatorship, which will 
make a bad situation a lot worse. 

Do you thinkSaddam Hussein enjoys 
wide support in the population? 

Saddam Hussein’s terror regime has been very 
successful in defeating the forces of the op¬ 
position. Those form a large part of the popu¬ 
lation. The Kurds - against which Saddam 
Hussein waged his war in the 1980s - make up 
a third of the Iraqi population. There is cer¬ 
tainly no sympathy for Saddam amongst 
them. Roughly four milli on Iraqis live outside 
the country. Most of them would not have left 
the country, had it not been for Saddam Hus¬ 
sein’s terror, along with the war and the em¬ 
bargo. Most of those people do not think too 
highly of Saddam Hussein either. However, 
the uprising in March 1991, where a majority 
of the population moved against Saddam 
Hussein, is for me evidence enough that the 
Iraqi people do not support his dictatorship. 
How about the other Arab countries? 
Saddam Hussein is attempting to influence 
public opinion in three directions. To the Arab 
populations he poses as a nationalist who 
wants to liquidate Israel. To the islamists he 
poses as the ‘believer’, although he and his 
party have historically had nothing to do with 
religion; and many leftwing organisations in 
the world believe in his ‘anti-imperialism’. 

The more the USA supports Israel, the more 
successful will Saddam Hussein be with this 


tactic. Sharon’s terror against the Palestinian 
population is aiding Hussein’s demagogy. He 
cynically exploits their desperation. Like other 
leaders in the Arab world - who have nothing 
to do with democracy either - he uses the Pal¬ 
estinian question for his own purpose, to re¬ 
main in power. 

What solution does the Iraqi opposition 
present for the conflict between Israel 
and Palestine? 

Since 1947 our organisation has been argu¬ 
ing for a democratic solution that is based on 
two states, both of them with the right to self- 
determination. We do not support the radical 
nationalist demand for the destruction of the 
Israeli state or the call to “drive the Jews into 
the sea”, which was a common slogan in the 
1960s. 

Israel would like to play an important role in 
the impending war against Iraq. But that would 
not suit US tactics, because direct Israeli in¬ 
volvement in this war would complicate the 
situation dramatically. Saddam Hussein has 
never seriously fought against Israel and he 
will not start now. 1981, during the war be¬ 
tween Iraq and Iran, Israeli planes bombed a 
nuclear station near Baghdad and there was 
no retaliation. 

During the ‘Black September’ of 1970 Sad¬ 
dam Hussein did not support the Palestin¬ 
ians against the Jordanian king. Instead, he 
killed many PLO leaders and fighters. Dur¬ 
ing the second half of the civil war in Leba¬ 
non he militarily supported the fascist forces, 
who were well known allies of Israel. There 
are also rumours of secret meetings between 
representatives of the Iraqi and the Israeli 
governments. Apparently, Saddam Hussein 
has offered to recognise the Israel state if the 
US in return abandons the attempt to depose 
him. 

What will happen to the Iraqi opposition 
when the USA and their allies attack? 

Are there plans for united actions? 

Despite the many differences between our 
forces we have always had good relations 
with all the main organisations in the opposi¬ 
tion, especially the Kurdish and the islamic 
parties. We have always made clear that we 
would not defend Iraq when the USA attack 
the country. However, we will also refuse to 
be part of this war or to support the US project 
- we will not play ‘Northern Alliance’ for them. 

Politically and militarily we are too weak to 
prevent a war, but we will not cease to fight 
for our progressive positions within the Iraqi 
population. We are planning to make active 
propaganda in all Iraqi cites and towns. 

How do you intewene in the newly 
emerging, if still hesitant, attempts to 
build global networks between leftwing 
and progressive forces throughout the 
world? 

We have always fought for a socialist system 
as the only real alternative to capitalism. On 
this basis we welcome the growing anti-capi¬ 
talist movement and are glad that it has devel¬ 
oped to a strong force in such a short time. 
Our comrades in Italy took part in the Euro¬ 
pean Social Forum in Florence. 

However, people must appreciate the diffi¬ 
cult circumstances under which we operate. 
For 34 years we have been oppressed by a 
terrible dictatorship, for 20 years we had to 
cope with war and for 12 years we have suf¬ 
fered under an embargo. We are arguing that 
the left and communist parties must fully co¬ 
operate with all other forces fighting against 
capitalism • 



What we 
fight for 

■Our central aim is the organisation of all communists, revo¬ 
lutionary socialists and politically advanced workers into a 
Communist Party. Without such a party the working class is 
nothing; with it everything. 

■The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many leftwing 'parties’, but in 
reality most are mere confessional sects. Those who disa¬ 
gree with the prescribed line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through the fullest, most open debate we 
seek to achieve unity in action and a common world out¬ 
look. As long as they support democratically agreed actions, 
members have the right to form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

Communists are committed to building the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance in England and Wales and the Scottish Socialist Party 
into a single revolutionary party. Communists advocate the 
principle, 'One state, one party’. We oppose every manifest 
tation of sectionalism. 

Communists are internationalists. It is an internationalist 
duty to fight for revolution against the existing state. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state, then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions, a Socialist Alliance of 
the EU and a Communist Party of the EU. 

■The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with pol¬ 
lution, exploitation, crisis and war. As a global system 
capitalism can only be superseded globally. All forms of 
nationalist 'socialism’ are reactionary and anti-working 
class. 

Socialism can never come through parliament. The capi¬ 
talist class will never willingly allow their wealth and power 
to be taken away through a parliamentary vote. They will 
resist, using every means at their disposal. Communists fa¬ 
vour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be read¬ 
ied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, Scot¬ 
land and Wales, a federal Ireland and a United States of 
Europe. 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions trans¬ 
formed into schools for communism. 

Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strag¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

Socialism represents victovy in the battle for democracy. 
It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither exploitation of 
person by person, nor wars, classes, countries or nations. 
Communism is general freedom and the real beginning of 
human histovy. 

■All who accept these principles are urged to join the Com¬ 
munist Party. 


Become a 

Communist Party 

supporter 


Name_ 

Address 


| Town/city_ i 

I Postcode_ I 

- Telephone_Age_ . 

1 Email_Date_ [ 

| Return to: Membership, CPGB, BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX | 

I_I 


Printed and published by: November Publications Ltd (020 8965 0659). Registered as a newspaper by Royal Mail. ISSN 1351-0150. © February 2003 









SSP meets 
as elections 
near 


Go-it-alone manifesto 

Sarah McDonald looks forward to the February 22-23 annual conference of the Scottish Socialist Party 


O ne of the main items on the 
agenda for next weekend’s 
SSP conference will be the 
draft manifesto for the May 1 
Scottish parliamentary elections. The 
document, 200 steps to a new Scotland , 
can be amended by conference and each 
SSP branch was able to submit one 
amendment. 

The preamble is somewhat more con¬ 
tentious than anything that follows it. 
Part 1 explains a little about the SSP and 
its successes in the four years it has ex¬ 
isted and outlines the basic tenets of the 
party, including the aim of an “independ¬ 
ent [Scottish] socialist republic that can 
become an international symbol of fair¬ 
ness and justice”. Naturally it does not 
mention that such a beacon of working 
class rule (assuming, of course, it ever 
came about) would be instantly attacked 
by the might of global capital. 

Part 2 begins by dealing with the lack 
of power held by the Scottish parliament 
and lists some of the issues over which 
Holyrood has no say: the war, refugees, 
dmgs, anti-trade union laws, oil reserves 
- all reasons why Scotland needs to 
“shake off Westminster rule”. It is abso¬ 
lutely true that all these questions are 
decided by London and, more to the 
point, Scotland has no constitutional 
right to self-determination. But the solu¬ 
tion for genuine internationalists is not 
to advocate separation, but to demand a 
parliament with full powers within a fed¬ 
eral republic of Scotland, England and 
Wales. Besides, neither New Labour in 
Westminster nor the SNP in Holyrood 
will ever deliver what the working class 
needs. Only the fight for consistent de¬ 
mocracy across Britain led by a united 
working class can bring about change in 
our interest. 

The manifesto drops all pretence of 
internationalism in the next section: “We 
reject the scare-mongering of those who 
claim that Scotland is too small, too weak 
or too poor to go it alone and defy the 
new world order of the global billion¬ 
aires.” While it is admitted that neither 
are socialist states, Denmark and Nor¬ 
way are given as examples to disprove 
such an argument. Yet neither Norway 
nor Denmark are “an international sym¬ 
bol of fairness and justice” and clearly 
pose no threat to the global capitalist 
system. 

The manifesto goes on to say that the 
long-term goal - some time after inde¬ 
pendence under capitalism - is “establish¬ 
ing an independent socialist republic that 
will stand up to the economic powers of 
the transnationals and the political power 
of Washington, Bmssels and London”. 
It would be interesting to know exactly 
how this is to come about. Why would 
the working class in Scotland reach the 
position of taking power before any¬ 
where else? Why would such a state be 
allowed to survive despite the overpow¬ 
ering military and economic strength of 
global capital? What advantage do the 
authors imagine would accme to work¬ 
ers in Scotland, faced by the UK state, 
by acting independently of their broth¬ 
ers and sisters in England and Wales? 
And surely the system of capital must 
be overthrown internationally. Yet the 


section ends: “Our goal is a truly inde¬ 
pendent socialist Scotland, liberated from 
the suffocating stranglehold of London, 
Brussels and Washington DC.” 

The pledges in 200 steps to a new 
Scotland are generally non-contentious 
and would improve the quality of life for 
many working class people in Scotland. 
They deal with a broad range of issues, 
such as taxation, health, education, trans¬ 
port, the firefighters’ strike, the impend¬ 
ing war on Iraq, the environment, crime, 
rural affairs, animal rights, sport, culture 
and entertainment. Cultural issues are 
too often ignored by the left and this sec¬ 
tion is very welcome within the manifesto. 
However, the actual demands put for¬ 
ward are all within the remit of the Scot¬ 
tish parliament, and are dealt with from a 
purely Scottish perspective. 

In section 5 the manifesto states that 
we will be contesting all but two of the 
first-past-the-post seats. The SSP has de¬ 
cided not to stand against either left in¬ 
dependent Dennis Canavan or Jean 
Turner, a local GP who has campaigned 
to save Stobhill Hospital. The absence 
of any strategy towards the Labour Party 
is evident. There is no thought of chal¬ 
lenging Labour candidates, especially 
those of the left, with a raft of pro-work¬ 
ing class demands - accept these points 
and we will not oppose you. That would 
really put the cat among the Blairite pi¬ 
geons, appealing directly to Labour’s 
working class base and helping workers 
to see who really stands for their inter¬ 
ests. Instead the SSP backs an ex-Labour 
maverick and a single-issue campaigner. 

Meanwhile, Glasgow Kelvin MP 
George Galloway is openly talking about 
the possibility of creating an all-Britain 
alternative to Labour, 
based on the anti-war 
movement and the 
working class, if Blair 
goes ahead with his 
war against Iraq. 

The new 
formation 
would seek to 
include the trade union 
‘awkward squad’ and the 
existing left and would 
hope to attract large sec¬ 
tions of the working class 
and youth. The war could tear the Labour 
Party apart and clearly the potential is 
there for significant change on the left - 
the Socialist Alliance has already begun 
to discuss the possibilities. 

It is early days, but if such an organi¬ 
sation were to become a reality, what re¬ 
lationship would the SSP have to it? Of 
course Galloway may well have his own 
reasons for wanting a new home (when 
the number of Scottish MPs are reduced 
he is likely to be one of the first for the 
chop) and he is not best known for his 
socialist principles. However, a split that 
really cleaves Labour would not be about 
any one individual, but working class 
representation and the space that opens 
up for communists and revolutionary so¬ 
cialists. 

If such a development - with its poten¬ 
tial to rock the entire British political es¬ 
tablishment - occurred, would the SSP 
continue to “go it alone”? • 



Conference motions 


There have been pages and pages of motions and amendments submitted to the SSP conference ■ a sign that 
we have anything but a passive membership. 

The motions are wide-ranging and cover important issues such as the war, Palestine, abortion rights, the 
trade union political fund, the national question and much more. 

Composite G on the war, proposed by the executive committee and the Committee for a Workers’ Interna¬ 
tional, calls on the SSP to continue to make opposition to an attack on Iraq a top priority both in Scottish 
Socialist Voice and in all our work, but to do so from what is in fact an abstract socialist perspective. 

Motion K from the executive calls on conference to reaffirm the 'Make the break from Blair’s new Tories’ 
statement on the trade union political funds, agreed at the 2002 conference. As with the manifesto, the 
strategic question of breaking workers as a class from Labourism is ignored. There is no call for the unions to 
put conditions on their support for Labour in a way that might expose the Blairites and help prepare for a 
genuinely mass break. 

The motion states that a revival of the socialist left within the Labour Party is now impossible. Last week¬ 
end’s huge demonstrations in London and Glasgow should tell us that nothing is impossible - and certainly not 
a revival of the Labour left. 

Motion L, proposed by the left nationalist Republican Communist Network and Midlothian SSP, calls for 
cooperation with the Socialist Alliance, including the aim of a common SA-SSP platform in the next Westminster 
and Euro elections, and for the Voice to report on SA activities. But, instead of holding out the prospect of an 
all-Britain socialist party, it calls for the left in England, Wales and Ireland to follow the lead of the SSP in 
creating their own separate parties. 

Motion M is the obligatovy extreme nationalist offering, courtesy of the Tay Coast branch, calling on confer 
ence not only to reaffirm the SSP’s objective of independence, but to make it the centre of all campaigning 
work. Apparently it is our international duty to support independence in order to weaken British imperialism. 
The motion suggests that Scottish independence was not only the lifelong aim of John Maclean but was 
actually embraced by Lenin too. 

Motion W on Palestine from Dundee West originates with the CWI. It is quite a good motion, condemning the 
brutal occupation of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip by the Israeli state. It attacks both Sharon and the US 
government. It notes the increase in suicide bomb attacks and recognises them as resulting from the oppres¬ 
sion of the Palestinian people. However, the motion also states that these attacks are by a small group of 
militias rather than the action of the Palestinian people as a whole and comes out in opposition to acts of 
individual terror. It also deals with the growing support for the Palestinians by the Israeli people. The motion 
concludes with an abstract call for a two socialist states. The fight for a democratic solution in the here and 
now is forgotten - thus cutting off the actual road to socialism. 

As well as motions there are also amendments both to the manifesto and to the constitution - the latter 
having fallen off the agenda of the special conference last summer. One from Dundee West and Midlothian 
calls for the reintroduction of the right of each SSP branch to put forward one 
minority motion and one minority amendment, allowing a diversity of opinion to be 
expressed at conference and giving comrades who are not members of any 
platform the possibility of putting forward their views. 

Constitutional amendment H2 from Dundee West demands the right to sell 
platform literature publicly - a debate which has been raised at the last three 
conferences - and amendment 12 from Dundee East wants platforms to be able to 
make public their position on any aspect of party policy. These amendments would 
benefit all platforms within the SSP, not least the Socialist Worker platform who 
continually break the guidelines on such questions while claiming to support them. 

Another interesting amendment - this time to the manifesto - comes from the CWI. 
This completely rewrites Part 2, the most nationalistic part of the document, and 
tones it down completely. However, it still calls for independence • 
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